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. 1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND e 7
< This Final Report has been prepared pursuant to the conduct oﬁﬁa“Pfoject
A . - . - & '

to Develop a Funding Process to Distribute Federal Vocational Education Dollars.

/s

.

to Minnesota Area Vocationaleiechnical Institutes for Augmenting the Edycation ~

v"

pf'Special Needs Students, This iptroductory section'includes the following-
« v )

sub-sections: (1.1) Project Background; (i.ZL.Ratipnale for Revised \System;

and (1.3) Final Report Overview.

~ Lt
’

1.1 Project Background S

LY ). ’ -
Section 106(a)(4) and (5) of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 was

: . N —
amended by Title Ii of Public Law 94-482 (thé-Bfucation Amendments of 1976}y
t ~

legislation which requires each state to distribute federal vocational education

funds to eligible recipients on the basis of annual applications. The approval

or such applications is given p:iority accqrding to certain statutory criteria.

/

Likewise, the distribution of funds to approved epplicants is also dependentV

P c . .

upon scatutory criteria.. Two major criteria for approving applicatioms are.
-

4

stated -in the law: - . s

b9 E‘cor;omlca,lly depre\seed areas and areas with high rates of

-

wnemployment which;are unable, to provide the resources necessary )
: ¢ - - ;
tp meat the vocational education needs without Federal .. '
' . assistance; and Coe p 3 . -
(Y N - - .,i [

' 2). »Programg new to the area which are demgned ?:? meet new cmd

. emergmg manpower needE and Job opportwntz “1,1? the area . '

’ (and, where releuant, in_the sta,te and Nation).
. ¥ e A N . .
Public Law 94-482 provided for set—asidebfunde %b'augmen; the edu}a:ion
. ' . . .’

L]
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oﬁ;special needs vocational-technical education®students. The basic intent of
\ . .

these federal mon}é! was to provide remedial and/or additional education so

tﬁaé,students'pursuing vocational-technical education programs could successfully

o
~

complete their occupational training.

14 ‘ 4
Academically and/or socioLeconomically,disedvantaéed students may need a“

A ) ~ ’
variety of educhtional services in addition to the regular-instructional program

in order to acquire'the minffum skills and knowledge necessary to become employed

at the Job—entry level. A portion of the federal set-aside dollars was
1) bd . ' .
specifically tgrgeted at these special needs students. s
* v

The purpose of the project has been to develop a funding‘precess for the

distribution of these Fedexal Vocational Education dollars to eligible k\

recipients in keeping with the letter and intent of &.L. 9#~48?. The final

goal of the .project was to devise and field test a process to distribute federal

‘special needs set-aside funds to Minnesota Area Vocational-Technical Institutes.

An Ad hoc Special Needs Advisory Committee was established to serve in an

advisory capacity to the project consultant. Members of the Advisory Comm)ttee

. . ' ]
represented post-secondary special needs practitioners and directors. (See

Ekhibit 6.1, filed suppleméntal to this report for a roster of the Advisory

.
)

Comnittee.) Major responsibilitiesggf the Advisory Committee included
. Review of specific project objectives;
. Review of project design;
. Review‘of and contribution co project data collection, analysis
and reportlhé acriyities; and , ) - ’ N
~ . Review of Projesi:recommendations and suggested alternatives.

"A varfety'of documents were reviewed directly pertaining to the distribu-

tioolof Federal Vocational Education funds to eligible recipients. Some

»



.

document® were vaguely relevant to' the i¥sues Ilthat concerns were raised

.
*

which dealt with "what should be" in B.L. 94~ 482 or wﬁy states should not«

follow the Federal law. In general, howeVer, the review/f documents provided
\ ’
an excellent frame of refarence in dedling with Federal fund distribution in

.

The most pertinent documbnts are listed below with a brief statement or

’ <

« oS
two depict#ng the intent/sumary of each document. The documents are not

the State of Minnesota.

listed in any specific order--they are as-follows: ‘ . -

\r»
1) Federal Reglster, Vol 42, No. 191 - Monday, October 3, 1977.

This document contains the rules and regulations to implement the ’

'Vocational Education Act of 1963 _as revised by the Edutational

Amendmgrlts of 1976" (P.L. 94-482). A rendition'is~provided for \

- . ’ .
every aspect of the Amendments ingluding fiscal requirements, staEe
g . : ot
evaluation, ‘basic grant, program improvement and suppqQrtive services,

,gpecialxpr\ograms for the disadvantaged, and consumer and homemaking.
- >

In addition, these final regulations have been revised to incorporate
n 0 N

the Technical Amendments of 1977 or Public Law 95—40

b

"Minnesota State‘Plan for Vocational Education”" (Annual Progyn

L}

Plan for Fiscal Year: 1981)! ,‘I’he "State Plan" delineates the pro- r

v;rsions for Federal requirements ahd specifies to a high degree

» - *

the distribuciqp of Fedgral funds to eligible recipients.

"Resource Allocation” by Conserva, Inc. (pp. 95-—110) _ The ‘total

prDceSS pf {edera.l fund distribution ‘was analyzed by a private

\

cc(ntractor and contrasted:to current educational finance theory.
\

" '4) "‘Provosal Applicatton foi' Adult Consumer and Homemaking: Memorandum

-

fo‘r Agreeme'nt FY,81*-.' 'I.'he Adult Section of the Hinnesota Vocational-

-

N,
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" 8)

,10) Policy Memorandum--BOAE/DSVPO--FY 79-}4.

- N : ’ . . - .
.Technidal Education Division has publisited a format for applying for
Federal funds yndet Section 150.
"Special Needs Prdgraﬁs Overview". The Sppqort Services Eection of

—
. rhe Minnesota Vocational-Technical Education Division has develgped

5)

a draft document 19 pages in‘length‘which indicates the intent and

13

. _operational paremetets of Special-Needs Program
Y
6) Program Hemorandu@-—BO&E/DSVPO—-FY 80-6.
] '
made available by Congress, for FY 81 -are shown for éach staté

*P Minnesota. .

The final amounts of monies

A .Program Memorandum-—BOAE/DSVPO-FY 80-1. This document is a draf%
coby of a Proposed Policy Manual for distributing Federfal voEatiéqal
« ‘

funds to eligible recipients within a state.

.

It includes such arees

as criteria to evaluate a distribution formula as well. as a model

formulae. . - v ot

Policy Memorandum--BOAE/DSVPO--FY 79-3. .The eligibility and funding

of cooperative yocational education programs under PfL; 94-482 are

discussed and the inqe;face regarding LEA vs. OER design;tioﬁs isl
provided. * _ ' - t T "*
9) /Policy ﬁemorandum—bBOAE;DSVPO--FY 79-8. The funding for ; ;

services' under subpart 4 (disadvantaged) vas approved,

}4. This memorandum eI;tifies;
Poliey regarding the mutual exclusiveéess of ﬁhe seo—?sides: ;‘ )
,'"Does thebFederaI'Vocetionel Education Legal Framework Hinder the\ta )
Delivery of Programs‘fof‘;pecial Needs Populations?" by Michael

11)

Brustein of Brustein and Hanasevit Attorneys ac Law, September, 1980.

*
¥

This 30-page papenéconcludes that since considerable confusion has

4 '
’

existed over the issue of excess costs, the special needs populations

K .

*

~may vet(y well have been deprived of badly-needed vocational ' 7 \

’

support = <,

.




opportunities. . e ) . .

12) '"Development of Distribution Formulas fqr Federal Vocational

Edqcaﬁion FundS"' by Nagi Salem and William Ammentorp. The paper

P »

épecifies a number of factors'or indicators which could be used in 7

v

- the development of formulas for the distribution of federal vocational '

4

) education funds.

13) ';Report on Audit of the Vocational Education Prq'gram, Department .of

- 1

E}:lucation; State of Minnesota, St. Paul, Minnesota: Audit, Control \

No. 05-19568". The audit was for the period of Jdly 1, 197'/l through

’

.June 30, 1978. Four areas were noted for~improvement: 1) Distyibu-
. 4

- . ' . ’
tion of Basic Grant Funds, 2) Special Needs, 3) Work-Study Program,

L4

and 4) Assessment Projects for Students Leaving High School.

14) '"Survey of Funding Prdactices of ‘Handicapped and Diéadvan\\aged Services
. /. - e,
~1n Vocational Pducation: A Summary Report'', August 15, 1980. The

a

(’ title of fhis document states its content; several summarized funding

practice examples are provided. '

15) Program Memorandum-~OVAE/DSVE--FY 81--(Draft Copy). This document .

contains a proposed "Information Manual for Federal Vocational Educa-

v [4

tion Fund Dfftribution Procedures" which is designed to be published
- , . .
in the Federal Register sometime .in 1981. ‘
- A\l .
16) State Plans fof Vocational Education. Seven state plans 'were

réviewed relevant to federal’ fund distribution practices: ' Florida, .

] I11inois, Indiana, Kansas,‘ Minne¥gla, Ohio and Utah. . {
. . _) .

1.2 Rationale for Reyised System

. v \ . . .

The operational procedures practiced by the Minnesota Vocational-Technical ’,

IS

: : -
Division to distribute Federal vocation‘al funds were reviewed. In general,

) :3 ’ ' . “ .
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L]

. M ¢ ’ B
the procedures were adequate and in'compliance with Federal law (P.L. 94-482).

Howevdr, SEveral items were identified which suggest that the practice of wvoca- °-

tional Fedéral fund distribution could be improvéd in the State of Minnesota.
- - R Y 1 .

For example, the application process per se was not strictly observed $n

distributing.special needs set-astde§. Other examples rela;ed to 1) specifi—

L
[

t ‘ of handicaﬁped and disadvantaged funds prior to distribution/utilizacion,
2) ocation of Federal funds to eligible recipients not necessarily based upon

economic, social, gpd program need- conditions, 3) Federal funds not always being,
P .
used for maintenance, improvement, and development. of programs.
.In essence, past operational'procedures fg: fund di%tribution indicated
. . JEEAN

practices which required review and revision in four areas: local applications,

- R P

specification of set-aside monies; sdpplanting of state funde with Federal

funds, and criteria for allocafinglfunds to eligible recipients. This was

not to suggest that Minnesota was out‘of compliance with Federal regulations

but to indicate that the process of vocational Federal fund distribution could

* .

be improved.

The differences between the intent of the Federal Law and past procedures
led the Project Consultant, advised by t]@ Advisory Committee, in the direction
of the development of a rationale for a new system and/or some modification

of past practices. - Thus, a new’syst& which utilizes some of the compohents
L . - . J.'l .
of past practices has been developed in tPe course of this project. A number

of guidelines have been utilized in this,developmedi, including:

. Definitions of Other Eligible Recipinets (OERs) and Local Educatidn

A
®

Agenéies (LEAs), as the post-secondary and secopdary, respectively,

3

- ]

types of eligible recipients; .

. A recognition that the state's pos;-secondari vocational-technical

3
-
* ]
.




system gxists as a state system of Area Vocational—Techpical Institutes

»

(AVI§s) which are virtually state-funded (i.e., with minima} local tax

bases involved);

‘

/
. b R -
«A'recognition .of the program appros;l processes which exist for

«

) J
vocational-techhical education in Minnesota.

-~ ’ = ) .
. A retbgnition.6f student-oriented criteria utilized in funding AVTIs,

' “s

. A recognifion that institutional (OER) annual-applications are requireQJL

- v

per se; . i . v
& o Aheed for more appropriate fund allocation, criteria-which cd;reigpnd

'

to OERs (bost—secondary) applicants; "and

. The need for the AVTIs ¢OERs) to be made more’ aware of the amount and
: ’

P -~ . . : -
. purpose of Federal dollar distribution as well as tQ know how and why’

.o~

3

k4
Federal dollars are allocated. T

v

]

. ) <
1.3 Final Report Overview ) . - ‘ T .

LAY
’ . )

The remaiqing sections  of this Final Report discuss {n detail aspects.of. '
Federal FQnding distri%"ion and ;ppligatién procedures, as folléws:

. (2.0) Project Procedures .A

. (3.0) Migimué/ipec{hl Needs S;ppolg Services

. (4.0) Proce&ures: Request for Proposals ' Co -

-~

« (5.0) Recommendations for Shért- and Long—Term.Planning.

* Section 6.0 provide§ Q number of Exhibits, filed supplementalp?o'this

Final Report, whicﬁ are associated with the giscussions in Sections 2.0 - 5.0.

L]

~

A final section (7.0) is\titled "Federal, Funding" and provides a compilatiom
of the ﬁewly propoged sy;iZm.'

\




o 2.0 . PROJECT PROCEDURES ' —

. . . . R -
- . - ' . -~

. ~This section of the Final Réport discusses thc procedures utilized in the
development of a funding process to.distrjbute federal special needs .set-aside -

funds to Minnesota Area Vocational—Technicé{ Institutgs. Three sub-sections
are inéluded as follows: .(2.1) Criteria Delineation/bata'Sourcés; (2.2)

Formula Devélopment; and (2.3) Funding Appiication DeGelopment. . .
.. ~ . - - .

.
t oy R

a

" 2.1 Criteria Delineation‘pata ®Wurces

' LY
.

This sub-section serves to discuss the Data Sources (2.1.1), the Data

X ) *

Basé Rptionale (2.1.2); atd the Criteria Delineation (2:1.3).

-

(4

. '~ 2.1.1 Dpata Sources : Co X . .g
a ‘ . .
' i . x J - . . N -t . k
?I . . . In order to determine the ultimate data source requirements, preliminary
‘{ ' sets of crI{eria wéré'developed,_.Baéeg upcn the b;eliminary criteria ‘the

following agencies were contacted to ascertain the availability of the.r

.
~
’

. accoapanying information:
. Minnesota Department of Economic,gecurity (annual averag uﬂemﬁloy-

ment rate, employed, unemplpyed and labor force statistics by
_- county for 1980). : s

: -, Minnesata State Department of Educationm, chationﬁl—Técﬁhical ’ S,
1. - Division (students receiving financial aids by post-secondary
' ’ institution, numbers of hardicapped, disadvantaged, and LEP ’
students by post-secondayy institiytion, student dropout
by post-secondary institution, average age of .program completers
by post-secondary institution, number of part-time students by- .
post-secondary institution, and average daily. memberéhips by ' ¢
post—secondary institution). ’

o

2.1.2 Data Basé Rationale,

; Choosing factors as indicators of the federally-required and state- ; :
: N ’ \
selected criteria was integrally related to certain characteristics of the
- ¢ -

"~ data base. Data bases were chosen that provided current.data which are*

» =
r ] .. . . ‘}

\)‘ g ' ! ‘ ¢ L4 ‘ ) =
ERIC o e




\ regularly updated, & and whg;e possible-, centrally reported to ensur€ accessi-

/ P ' I d

. were determined by aggregating county dara Jfor each EDR. ..

T Fg.nally, the determination of a dat? base was in¥fluenced. by the impli—' .

for data/information_purposes for OFRs ‘(p,ost-—sefzondary‘ ins-tit‘utions) is -

’

,: . 3 L} . '
bihty and consisterfy for the entire st3te., T A A i
N . 3 ' '

For post—secondarg in itutiohs, .e. the Area‘Vo‘cational—Technical ‘
| Pw, v )
Institutes, primary servio.e arefe have’ not been defmed in Minnesota °

3 /' ~\. .‘ . VS

C&nsequently, for purposes of approximating a prlmary service\area,‘
- - . * )

~

Economic Developmer;t "Regions (EDRs) were utilized, .and_economic conditions.-

- >
» 1
‘ L]

cations of the federally required criteria. ILe basic’ c‘mon denominator *

I d

/., 4 ’ i S

s N ’ - . % .
the student. s 3 PN ‘ , \ p
A B 4 g ' - e ' )

;2.'1.1 Criteria Delineation - ’ . . .

”~

X . " ' »
Federal requirements are very specific rega ding certain c;iteria thaté
’
must bd included in a State Plan for the distribution of\Fede{al Funds.
.y , .
The foliowing is quoted from the Fede‘ral Reglster Vol’. 42 No. 191

.
i

’ \ i
‘- v » ‘r N

Monday, October 3 1977) - .

-

¢
To be eltgzble to receive funds, a S‘tate must mamta'm g

file mth the Camsswner a: general .application ca&tta ining twelve

, agsurances covemng a broad range of adzm.mstratwe and, fzscal . ,
matters (5104 141). .. This applu’twp mclude%; the assurqzce J
‘that the S.tate will gwe\prwmty in dzstmbutmg ]unds to (1) ST
‘economically depressed %reas and areas with high ur'anployment
rates which' are unable to meet ‘the voca.twﬁal .needs of,these
areas mthout Federal asszstcmee, and to (2) pragrams whwh ar‘e
new to the areas, to be served,and which meet " and energmg
manpower needs. The State mu,si also use as the tuv most urportant .
factors gn dtstmbutzng junde to Z‘ocal eéig_eatwnal avenf.,es (1) . -
the reiative Jmanewl asz'Lty to provide needecL servzces and

' (2) the relatwe concenf;ratwn pf Zaw-mcorﬂe populatzone uzthw



L0

.Consultant presented the' following criteria and associated indicators to

\
suc'h agencies. In the case of oth’er elz nge mczpzents, the. ).

rolanvé'caneentmtwn of st

thdn aaeragg costs (e.g. handicapped, dzsaduczntagod those-yith . %
Zum.ted E'nglwh—speakmg abitfty). : . ‘
In- add!tion to the required criteria, the State is allowed to include

P

‘optional critefia that are §ocia1, ecoﬁomic or demographic in nature. \

S ‘ AV
Exhibit 6.2 provides a complete list of all additiomal (optional) State
criteria that were considered. )

’ -~

.Based upon a preliminary assessment of the data available,'the Project

-
’

. 7 13

. R ¢

’

‘ o Post-Secondary:

- the Advisor§ Committee: > PN

. ’ 4 . . ’ N
~ Priotity: Fedepal ‘. ~
- ' .
Economically Depressed Areas .

. . High Unemployment Rate . - ’ ‘ .-

. Inability to- Provide Resources ) v ( "/
(State system, therofore innperative) ‘

New Programs .

. New Program Cost . ‘ ) -
‘7 Number of New Programs

tion: Federal .o . o )
oo . v
. 4

* Students with Higﬁ:r than Average Costs .
. Propdrtion of handicapped disadvantaged and L!? students
Institutions Relative Ability to' Provide Resources .

(State system, therefore inoperative).

1
"Al.tocatim. State, . e v 3

‘Students Receiving Financial Aid !
Student Dropout Rate
Average Age of Students' <

, Non-Served "Student Groups ‘ s
N Part~time Students '

S A 13 - S

~ .




Further evaluation of the quality and reliability of data available

. Qeces}sitat’ed the elilyination of the f_&llowing State Allocation criterion:

% . ‘e
. ’

) Post-,SecondaL'[ . ' ' { .
. [ a
Students Receiving Financial Aid -
v -
. : ) »
Upon establishmeng of "a final set of criteria, th% criteria were . ’

. 7 -
weighted a}cording to a policy determination. Fe"ral mandate requires
- .
that greatest. weight be diven to the factors listed under Allocation. Federal.
‘3
¥
In additiom, those factors included in \’riority Federal must receive more

we-ight (combined) than any single State criterion. 7

- * | p . /_

~

2.2 ‘ Formula Development

The formula was developed according to the following specifications:

¢ o o . 1) Meets the letter and intent of P.L. 94-482, incl{ding relevant
1 / rules, regulatitns dnd policy memoranda;
v ‘. v 4 . ' . .
} ‘ 2) Be’éemonstrated' to be functional for the varjous *instances of - /\
. “its implementation; and * ‘
l 3) { Be developed to supporp program, purposes.
’ ‘ . The fomula developed is as follows. ~ N
- . —_ )
Post-Secondal .
i ' Weighted Raw Points =~ 2(Economiclally Depressed Areas) + [New Programs Q)
+ New Prog,tams (2)] + 6 .(Higher Cost Students) +
- , ° Student Dropout Rate -PAverage Student Age + 2(Non-
~ S Served Students) + Part time Students./

‘ Weighted Raw Pc(in.ts‘ must be calcu'lated for each institution and then the
_ percent’ of the weigh?t&:l raw points awarded to the entire system is determined
‘for each i.nstitution. ,\Next the number of handicapped, and disadvantaged students /
/r each institution lnust be established amd the percent of the total number ot’f \
‘ha_r)dicabped and disadvantaged students in the sys‘tem must be calculated for

each institution. The average (mean) of these percents is calculated and x
” .

A ‘ ..

. 14 | :
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applied to the funds available for special negds set-asides. This formula has

-

the following advantages:

-

I 1) While wiéfztiﬁés assigned to factors are arbitrary, the Students

T with Highex than Average Costs (as a factor) carries more weight

Py —

] . - - N
than any other-factor. o N
- . ¢ i
2) The distribution gives equal weight to ‘the criteria component and -
\ . L -5 .
. ,
' . the studint component which allows funds to gravitate to institutions ')
o
where thé students are located. ~ ’
“3) The formula creates a linear relationship between need (as demon- ‘j;’)
strated .by the.criteria) and the student population.
. . 4) The formula can be:"adapted for distnibution of funds for all . . //»f
.. . Sections (120, 140, 150) by substituting the propof&ion .of the
' . total special papulation in each institution.
. The following is offered as .an illustration of its application:
: ’
Base Information: - ’ ) -
’ ) Total Handicapped agp Disadvantaged (H & D) ]
! Students in the System: ) 8,125
- Total Poincs Awarded in System: . 2,641
Total Funds Available for System: ’ $1,804,200

Least Neeédy Scﬁool;ﬁ ,
H & D Students = 242 or 2.98% of system total
ﬁbipts = ﬁO or 1.517 of system total ’ - -

Mean Percentaé; T 2.2452
Funds Allocated = $44,203

Most Needy School: . . \
#n H &D Students =242 or ' 2.98% of system total
‘ Points = 140 -or 5.30% of system total

- . »

MeAn Percentage = 4.1% ,
Funds Allocated = $74,694

- * ‘." ' . "
\ BR

’ /




s e
Average Needy Schooi: b o ; N
s H&D Student,s = 24\2 ,or 2 98% of system total -

Points = 90 or 3. 41%%of system total . . « 3

.

/' Mean lf’ercenta'gg' = 3,195 . , o
Funds AIlo_cated = '$57,644 ‘ ,

Note: Handicapged and Disadvantaged numbers are kept constant
while the criteria points vary from 40 to 140 points
. . [ . which creates a difference of $30,491 ($74, 694 minus
$44,203) between the most needy school affid the least
needy school a¥suming the same size student po,pul,atlon
‘at each school.

N .
.
. Y
'
- !

© 2.3 Fundin&AEplication Develovp’meﬁt-

'I'he development of the Formula discussed above, was folloued by the
developpent of a funding.- dpplicatim/dlstrlbut!bn system. Both the Advisory
Comittee'ampersonnel in the .F‘ﬁg—al Esta'blishu%nt wvere consuited as part'of

. this process + The Advisory Committee exptessed gt}umber of concerns/issues ,/

related «to fundigaPplication/distribution system procedures. These are

. summarized as follows: . ] e
- . o . . t LN
/e Overall Conterns \ . LTI -

- O ) .’

“.:The process should be’»'as -simple as‘ppssiblee;

Y

. gpata utilized musg be current, reliable and valid;
¥
v, ' *
.,OERs must“pa'r‘ticipate J.n c;omunications relating to the process, -

v 3

. . the dollar aVailability, and the intent ot the process; ' — e

ot Adherence»to'the Lettep of ‘the Law (both intent and definitions)

-

is necessary; . - ’ . .

’ L e Delineation/de'finit'ionﬂ"_of "current services lev’el'ls" vs. "could or

- . sibuld service levels' is importanty - v- . . ¢

v . -

. An -int'em‘ediaté distritt might be‘/considered both an LEA and OER;
o L. 'I'he scope of -all variqbles must be defined/delineated (e.g‘.’,‘ region, , -
' D A
sﬂndary/post-ncondary levels, etc.);

) » . |

) - - . -, i . s . ’
o . N ™ . )
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. AVTIs should be demonstrated as OERs, with a rationale to pe ’ _5?

A’\ -
developed for the inoperability of ability to pay.

Appli‘ation/?roposal .o 7

¢
.

N The appiication‘must request_ (objective) data and information,

. The appligation will requlre some narrative to descriBe process, but /ﬁ
. -~ . . . .
b1

should request short descriptions;
P « )
. Data sources an;,yopulation descriptions shouId be tailored to each

L4

of the appropriatsgsg;tions of P.L. 94-482. .\ . .
. Application review processes (including reviewérs) should be defined;
- - '
. The application process should be capable of being adapeable to
4 . M ’

4 automated data'processing,-with_machine-readable formats; .
™ E “ . .
. Definitions vof new programs and maintenance of programs in a

L

subsequent y&ar need to be specified

Tﬂ! con 8 and issues summarized above were considered by the Project .
Consultant in the des}gn of the funding application/distribution system .
—

Mqul guidelines for annual application have been developed as e proje:t ‘

'product, and this documentation is filed supplemental to this Final Report,

¥ 'as Exhibit 6‘3 followingp——lncluded are such annual applicatdag_items as

baseé information, introduction assurances, mnon-served student ;roup(s) ‘and . L

//Seéfions\lZO, 130, 140 and'150. In addition to providing guidelines for annual .

each Section (i.e. 120, 130, 140 and 150) of the Federal Funds

~ .
or application from Local Education Agencies (LEAs) as well as Other Eligible //////

Recipients (OERs) . The model guidelines thus serve as a Division-wide document.

\ -

-~
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~ _ 3.0 MINIMUM SPECIAL NEEI')S SUPPORT 'SERVICES
. - v h »
Ibis_sectioﬁ pfOVides discussions’of Background/Considerations (3.1),
Procedyres (3.2), and the Special Needs Service Matrix (3.3).
» i 1Y
3.1 Backg;ound/Consiéeragibgs' ) . . ??2 .
Y ‘, . . M i ’
! " /n e
& most impoxt t underlying companent of the "funding process'" is that »

which is to be funded-—the services provided to special needs studehts. In
.a;temptipg.(o identify the specigl needs services, three’important issues (o;ﬁ o

cézeideratioﬁs) have to be addres;ed. Tﬁe first consideration of wpat‘

"shongJQg" versus "wh?t is viable" within the ecopomic constraints of local,

state, andﬁfederal fundiyg gboms as a realistic barrier to specifyiﬁg minimum

\ s

special needs services.

'c/ L] ' Y
The/second consideration relates to the type of seﬁ:ices to be provided

to post-secondérf students !t’Hinhesbta's AVTIs. ”The type of special needs
sefziqfa:bffered by an AVTI should be unique and not offered by any other

' L] . ’
department currently providing voeational-technical training programs or

. . P e /
educational support services. It is contended that special needs students

\ﬁ’/ [4 .
will have a limited prqpability of. succeeding in a' vocational-technical training

«

progran unless additional service! are -provided which currently are not

provided by the AVTI., . _ Joe ' :
.8 LT

The implications ‘of identifying special needs support services relate to

« 7

the number of students 44 a specific,institution;ethe type and amount of staff

, réhéi;dﬂ to provide the services, the fingncial requirements to conduct the

r

special needs program at & {o t-secorndary school,, and othet miscellaneous R
- L 3
factors' (e.g,, facilities, ;quipmeni, instructional materials/methodologies,

N 3 ¢ i * ( . '
organizational strugture, etc.). These faetors constitute the third consideratior
— . .

' ., ! T {

> N ’

hw
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-

- . ) .
in spec#fying minimum support services for special needs students.

v

3.2 Procedures

.
1]

D, ,
Recognizing that the above considerations wﬂll complicate and potentially

. prevent the identification’of minimum special neéds services, a multi-tiered ‘

- - . S . t
approach became necessary.’ This multi-tiered procedure began with the \
r .
specification of existfng services and culminated in a matrix of special’aeeds
wep : .. ' .
services by size of institution.

r )

ﬂ%sically, the type of services‘whicﬁ wgre—currently being provided by
the AVTIs were identified and rated as to S;eir importance. Secoﬁg other

potential and unique services were listed ‘that currently were not ‘being

provided by other deparfments within AVTIs. These additidkallserviées were also

rated @s to their importance (i.e., required by special néeds students in order

A}

., to sucgeed’in_a post-secondary vocational-technical education program). A

’

significant assumptjion in rating the 1mp2rtance of the special needs: serviges
was that students would hare jpcess ‘to every service even if a spectific servicé\

was not provided directly by the AVTI. For example, an AVTI may not operate

an "agsessmeiit center"” but ‘students cquld be referfed ' to, a vocational assessment

'

Jcenter for- diagnostic and prescriptive assessyfent. This implies that every

AVTI vill provide referral services at a ﬁinimum The student "accessibi}ity

r
- . J

\
‘to servic?s assumption wvas extremely si%nificant in establishing a "floor"

>for special needs_services regarGIess of institutional size. . (See the Special

' Y
Needs Service Hatrix, items 1 - 8, following.) . .
. 4 .

A variety of data bases were/éxplored to develop a sense of economic
reality iﬂ providing specisl needs services by institutions of Varying studené

L I o L . r P .
.populations. (Of egurse, an over-riding factor in considering‘providinq special

1S .\ ) 7 -
- ~ - \ .
‘ . . .
(
s .

,1.9 o

[y S

1Y

"
L

\

.
-
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.needs gervices is "etgﬁpmy of»sgale.") Student demographic and biographic

< ¢
3 . . .

“characteristics were revieued to determine frequency'éf need for a specialized

RN L y .
studentlsugyort service: AVTI budget allocations versus expenditure patterns .

and sta{fing structu;és‘were reviewed to appreciate the interrelationships of
‘ -~ -° > .
planned versus agtuafqexpenditures and staff utilization for special needs and

relatad support services.

[ . ) :
. ) . .

’

&3,.3.. Special Neéds Service Matrix ’ . = o K
Iy : | -
The data bases outlined above, i.e., student characteristics, geographic

o

proximity‘bf available special needs services, budgets, expénditures; staffing, )

planned but unfunded AVTprrograms, and state -level objectirés vere neviehed.

The importance ratings wete then used ‘to suggest the minimum sﬁecial needs

services that could be offered by size of institution. For example, the \\

- A ' A , ‘ ’ . {
service of "pre-vothional:instruction" was rated essedtial (with a 3.71 mean

o

rating by 36 individuals using the following rating scale: 3.50 - 4.00 =
Essential; 2.5 - 3.49'= Very Important; 1.50 - 2.49 = Important; 0.50 - 1.49 =
Desirable; and Less *ban (.49 = Unimportant). However, AVTIs of less than 451

average dai],y membership (ADM) appeared not to}éxe a heed for sug’h a special
Vo \

need service. If "pre-vocational instruqtioaivwas needed by one or more students

-

in an AVT1 of 450 ADMsor less /_be need was er addressed or documented.ﬁy .

an AVTI)on an annual request basis, indicating a low priority need in .

institutions of less than 451 ADMs. Virtually ‘every special needs service

)

T
listed in the Special Néeds Service Matrix, following,.vas analyzed to identify

-

« the level (institutional size) of service needed by either a) student self-

N -

ident&fication-—"tickler notice on the Special Needs Analytical Profile (SNAP)

form, b) budget request, c) state-level ijective,’ d) staff time allocation

_on SNAP data), e) nearest available service on a potential cooperative arrangement,
\ . 4 A '
. ° ‘ L3 "

. | . 20 . ' .
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SPECIAL NEE!?%»SERVICE MATRIX }
\ . , o . ’ - v o~
- - Size of Institution: .
Average Daily Membership (ADM) ° ‘e ) .
b 1c|iofiolie | tolualio)’ 4 -
. . OoON |miO |t O | CNOJOoWn ty
‘  TYPE OF SERVICE QTS IRD B2 | SIS NNA momnmmons/cormrs
1. Assessment/Awareness) Alrlalalialala Suggested Expenditures:
2. Curriculum Restructuring I B ﬂ . $32,000 per 350 ADMs
;3. Coordination/Supervision |} T S;,affing Structure:
4. Technfcal Tutoring ' *1.0 FTK Professional
+5. Remedial Reading ’ P 0.5 FTE Para-Professional
6. Remedial Math or Technical
7. Advisory Committee y o FTE Clerical
8. Referral Services s that students can be
. ~ . vid|lviv|v]Vv|yY se:'ved in'each of the eight
" services.
, ‘9. Personal Support Serviceés AL A ~ | Suggested Expenditure:
0. Pre-Vocational Instruction $6,000 - $16,000 per 7
{1. Affiliation with Day Care ‘ ! .ADMs /
/:' . Center . - \ : . .
7 12. 'affiliation with Displaced ] vl v
Homemaker Services . L ’/
13. Support Group Services . i AiA] AN PA A | Suggested Expenditure:
14, Curricylum Development i $10,000+ per 350 ADMs
15. Instructional Support ’
.'Services -
16. Student Advogate ’
17. Operatipn of Vocational
ginar:::ng and Assessment viv]ie |y bée \' AN ‘
. 7 7 g
18. .Job Seeking Skills Al A1l A | M |Suggested Expenditure:
19. Job Reteatiom Skills - $14,000+ per 350 ADMs .
20. Interpreter for the ' : £
Deaf . / 1 .
*21. English as a Second .
. Language . ViVY]Y ¢
22. Study Skills- Development ' 4 5. A | Suggested Expenditure:
+ 23. Job Placement’ Services ' - ] { " Unspecified .
24, Refugee Program Services /
25. Advisory Services K
26. Bilingual Voeational . ]
. _Training\ 1. . MIAS .
- % 27. Conducting Parolee ) ‘ A Suggested Expendit_ure.
« Services : UnSpecified
28. Transportation Services ~ N
29. Conduct Displaced Home- ' J
maker Servitces .
30. Operation of Day Care o ! Suggested Expenditure:
) Center 1- Unspecified
31. Joh Development Services - ¢ r o
32. Dthers?” - - .

k4

o

i

o1
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’ ;fél\§Ervices for a minimum of $248,000 on en)annualfnaintenance basis."

© $6,000 -

19
A YN
f) financial expenditure .as per annual finance report

Another issue associated ,\th the minimum special needs ser&lces is the

-Acost of providing ghese services as related to :he type and aﬁount of staff

required. As illustrh!ed in Gpecial Needs Service Matrix, it is-estimated ;haq&

?9 provide the first eight Services per 350 ADMs, the cQst would be approxi-
] .y '

mately $32 000 The staffing structure could be 1.7 full-time equivalents (FTE)

with 1.0 FTE professional 0.5 FTE para—professional or technical and O. 2 FTE

clerical)Staff. Of course, the costs and starfing‘structure are assumed to
L . . :

be at the maintenance level and do not include start-up or improvement of

Also, these costs assume no major equip-

¢

services costs or staffz:g structure.
1 facility expenditures, and it is assumed that

ment purchases or physi
<

_approximately l6sstudents would be served by each of the first eight special -

4

~

‘needs services. , .

¥

As more services are provided by a school, the concept of "economy of

scale" begins to” have impact. For,example, the next four servfites (see items

9 - 12 on the Service Matrix) can be offered in a-school at a cost of about-

/7

$16,000 per 350 ADMs depending on size of institution. Moving down

the list of services, the cost eseimates for providing these services become

less precise. The third group bf services (13 - 17) may- cost at 1east $10,000

per 350 ADMs uhile the next group (services 18 - 21) may cost at least $14, 000

per 350 ADMs. To iliustrate, an AVTI, with 1400 ADb}s cpuld provide the first

i,

-

[

.
.

4.0 PROCEDURES: REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

° . 4 ' o
.This section/of thegFinal Report discusses the procedures utilized in the

-
<

prepération of proposals for special needs set-aside funds.
- < - ) N \

Procedures were

'

. * . : .
. . 25 £

'fv

C

’

g
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~so as to minimize the Burden of developing the proposal for the'respon51b1e

individuals. Suﬁ—sections are as follows: Funding Process/Timelines (4. 1),
-~

Program Budget/Financial Reports (4.2); Criteria‘for'Awarding Grants .(4.3);
! ) -

Se}f-Evdﬁuatipn Process (4.4); and Compliance Monitoring (4.5).

N
- ¥

4.1 Fundingj?rocess/Timelines : . P .

. . ~ ‘ v
The funding process begins with the funding application developed by the

AVTI. The application is reviewed by the State Department of Education, and-

- .

. , points are awarded according to specificélly'defined State and Federal Criteria.'
The percentage of these points along ~with' the AVTI s percentage of the State
total of handicapped and disadvantaged students are directly translated into

funding allocations. The resulting programs and efforts are reported to the

x
-

State Department of Educati:}/as a part of Program Budget/Financial Reporting.
y

A time period of approximat two and one-half years is required from.the

distribution of information to the AVTI regarding the Federal Funds available

té/the final evaluation based upon Annual Reports. (Figures 1 and 2 in ~

~
, !

/
Section 7.0, Federal Funding, filed supplemental to the‘report, surmarige. the
funding process and the required timeiines.) p
— -

—

4.2 Program Budget/Financial Reports

r N x ‘
Annually, AVTIs are required to complete a series of budget/financial

reports.’ The major reports are: Post-Secondary Vocational Program Budget/

- Financiai Report (ED-01288-04) ‘Post-Sedondary Vocational Ptogram Budget Recap
(All Instruction) and Post-Secondscy Vocational Program Budget Recap (All
Support Servie.s) (ED—00395-03 pages 1 and 2), and the AVTI Budges Request. o

1 %

+ Summary of Revenue and Income. (Please see Exhibit 6.4 for’ copies of the four

td

reports.) ”'/

N selected that'ar’e already utilized in the AVTI as a par( of ongoing processes "
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-

. . L oo
Complete instructions are provided by the State Deaartment of Education
- /

e -

regarding the‘iompletion of the above-mentioned reports. Instructions for

-

\ . . . . .
the Post-Secondary Vocatipnal Program Budget/Financial Report indicate a separate

sheet must be submitted for each program area, for all related programs, for

LY

all,reguIAr special needs activities, and for each of twelve g;s) Support ’
. \ . ) '
Service categpries., Specific definitions of the Support Service categories

are included. In addition, explanation is provided for the twenty-sfx (26)
items included in the "Object Description" column. )
Post Secondary Vocational Program Budget Recap (All Instruction) summarizes

. . A .
all instructional sheets, while Post Secondary Program Budget Recap (All

- . -
Support Services) summarizes all support services, related, and spec?al needs
pfogram sheets. Finally, the AVTI Budget Request: Summary of Revenues and

Income summarizes all revenue, both that reported on Instructiordal or Support .

- . , - . . /
Service program sheets as well as additional revenues not regorted on those
f

sheets. , '

A\ ]

4.3 Criteria for Awarding Grants

_As discussed in previous sections of this report, a ﬁew éystem to distribute
Feéderal special needs set-asides was developed as a result of this project.

The development of the new system wa;‘ﬁasedAupoq: "a review of the literature;
» ° J - . .
review of past practices; input from the Advisory Committee; the limitations. of

aQaflable data; the letter and inteﬁt of P.L. 94-482; and finaliy review,of the .

proposed system, by personngl‘df the Program Finance Braneh of the U.S. Depart-

ment_of Education. .
,' . - L
* Section 7.0, Federal Funding, filed supplemental to thislﬁgéirt, contains all
@ : ;
pertinent information regarding the new- $ystem. Major items included are:

‘ - 7

A 4

’

[}
-~
N

‘.24 ‘ | . B
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P

rationale; Federal Funding Formula background; and thé Post Secondary Formula ,.

. - s ! -
~ with associated criteria definitions, data sources, examples of affluent and

.

depressed OERs; and proposed distribution of points and dollars.

- -

4.4 Sélf~EGaluatibn ?tocess

L
T L3

In érder continually to improve(ahd upgrade vocational education prograﬁs,

»

all AVTIs participate'&n an ongoing evaluation process that is repeated on a .

five-year basis. The following diagram describes the five-year evaluation

process. . /

1
Year 1

On-Site Evaluation | N
(Initial Report:-
Qprredtive Action) j

T - . > l‘ /
l ) . | ’
Year 2 -

Year 3 Year 4
/ ) .

Year 5

& 1 avTI performs complete

AVTI is asked to subm{t a

Self-Ev?luation —

report to the state concexning-f——1> Update similar——> |Uplate similay
any corrective actions taken td Year 2 to Year 2

during the past 12 months.

[ .°
T .

During Year Five the' AVT1 performs an indepth Self-Evaluation, which, in

I . N \
turn, provides.usefuf.informabion and documentation fg; the On-Site Evaluation

Team. St
As part of the self-evaluatipn effort, ‘the special needs personnel have

L] a

developqﬂ.seven’(?) self-evaluation instruments. The titles of those instruments

and a brief description of the data elements of each follows:
. .

% -

1) Special Needs Administration' Evaluation Form —- numbers of staff,

services available, intake procedures, imstructional materials,

special néeds facilities, and placement and follow-up. -

)
2) Special Needs Assessment Center Form.-- numbers of students served

IR S
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B
. . .

(both high shool ‘and post high school), length of evaluation

»

program, follow-up results of evaluation progrém.codpieters, and - -
faciiities. ‘ o ..
7. 3) Special Needs Remedial Reading Evaluation Form ---availability, .

V.

teagher licenses, teacher/student ratio, ‘assessment; and instruc+

% . ’
tional materials. ~

!

'4) Special Needs Remedial Math Evaluation Form -- availability, teacher

licenses, téacher/student ratio, assessment, and instructional
. - v P
4 e |

5) Interpreter for the Deaf Evaluation —- similar categories to the

materials,

above gith the addition of Advisory Coetmittee, number of students

. served per year, g;itf@g/;;als and objectives, placement and follow-

-
)

4

. Up, and administrative services.

6) Englhsh as a Second Language Evaluation -~ simivar categories to the

. ,ﬁ abovl'wi thg\;dditioé of Advisory Committee, number of student;'
; . served per yeag, written goais and objectives, placement .and follow- )
: . - :
;. LR} and adﬁin;stratﬂve services,
™ 7. ‘Bilingual Vocational Educ;tioniﬁdvisg;y Services Evaluation Form — - _
hd :general i;formation, identification of fugc;ion and service, identi- )
f{cation'of students needing support service, social&involvghent.of' P
minority students, and support prpgfams.fQ% sp;cialyneeds students.
A '. . ’
In addition, numbetgf; - 4 and 7 above ask for comments.regarding critical
issues.anc? r:comendatlions; and general observations, ’ ' " * 4
&\
4.5 Compliance Monitoring - o
The Vog?tiOnal_fbecial ﬁeeds Unit of 'the Minnesot? Stgtg Dg;artment ?f '. - L
Edpcatioh has developed }nstkumentatiod to monitor comﬁliance within the Are9 ‘ -

: .26, »




Vocational-Technical Institutes. That instrument, the’ Speejal keeos'Analyticalr

L] k4 . .
Profile” (SNAP), ED-01551-01, must be completed semi—aﬁnually for each speéial

»

needs student. (See Exhioit 6.5 for sample and aécompanying instructions.)

Tnformatdon coliQEfed by this instrument includes: ,irogram; date, referral

,sourcé, assessmeiif reco?mendation, special needs classification, instructional

. - q - - I3 ",\ . -
- . .
setting, and hours of service. ) ) v e

5.0 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SHORT- AND >
. LONG-TERM PLANNING o ‘

A number of recommendations are offered by the Project Consultant for
. ) . ' P ’
cofisideration by the Division of Vosational-TechniEal Education for its short-
9 - ~ rd .
range (one-year) and long-range (three to five years) plann{ng. The Project

Consultant found evidemce of many major strengths as well as some areds '
needing further reView and discussion, relating to a funding process to

distributé*Federal vocational educawion set-aside dollars in Minnesota according
11 ¥ Ff‘. €

to P.L. 94-482. The recommendations which folldw have resulted from the project

performance and refles of the suggestions made by personnel both within

?
-

and beyond the Divisio% of ocational-Technical Eépeation

l) Request that interested personnel (Botn\within the Division of N

- Y
;((r -~ Vocational ﬁducation and beyond) review this report, including its

associated products, thoroughly; )

“"Plan to discuss the project results within appropriate:sections of

'the Vocational-Technical Division wjgk the Assistant Commissioner
"o [ b
and Division Managers as well as wicﬁ-the Post Secondary Directors

- : yithin the State oI Minnesota, . . . Lt

", 3 Identify'change strategies‘nhich;need priority attention and define

- ‘v,

v
N

-

- . 7 . El “
- N ot
. - . :
"\ . 4 . - R
N

/
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i -

a tdime schedule for their acco‘mpl:.shment according to both bne-year
»

’ and f1ve-year planning within the Divlsion of Vocational ‘Education.

<

4) Seek and adopt more extensive and clear 11nes of copmunication,

e

£
b4

r_elated to‘Federal funding distribution, with the Federal Establish-

<. . :
ment with Minnesota A¥1s (OERs) aM within the Division of

”

Vocationa.l-“‘l‘eehnical Education/Minnesota State Departmen't of Eddcaqion.

5) Consider collecting/storlng/prca\hslng the data utilized in the’
fund:.ng formulas in electronic data processi.ng/mat:hine readabqe
v

formats.

6) Consider tbe utilizati%n of an advisory commjttee (similar to the Ad

Hoc Special Needs Committee) to perfrom a periodic review of the

funding process to distribute Federal vocational education dollars in

—~
-

Minnescta. k" 4

-

. i N . . ,;
ilization of both internal and ex®erael committee(s)
- r) .

7) Consider the

-

ifihe review of Annual Applications for Federal vo'cﬁigxal ‘education

+dollars, as part of the OER applicatioh review process.

- : , . . K
8) ‘signate'the operational services section and its mangger as the

[

recigient of annual appl:l.tmt::l.oris,~ ‘and -as the Divisional staff ~

-7

coordination unit for processinwual applications in cooperation

witighe Manager and™Supervisors in Post-Secondary Prograuis.

Consider%xpansion of" the OER definition to include other (potential)

»

eligible recipients in Minnesota.
° ?

Continue to recognize the need for the AVIIs (OERs) to be made more

—

aware of the amounts anc purposes of Federal dollar distr'i.bu‘tio%as

~

A)

" well as to know how and why Federal dollars are allocated. ' Considfr

providing a series of one~day seminars/workshops for OER personnel

who are responsible for' the preparation of Anrfual Applications.

Ay

-

" » e "

-
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by AVTIs.

v ' . .

26

Develop a Structured strategy for agiregating lqgal plans for .

‘vocational education for°state-level planning in Minnesota Vdeational

Educationo . - ' ) g

[

Confjger ‘a study to develop an empirically-derived data base for

specifying the hinimum special needs services that should be dffeied

-

»
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6,0 EXHIBITS T :
, _ , ,

-
»
- N &

. 6.1~ Ad Hoc Special Needs Advisory Committee -
5 . Sv A ‘ ‘ .
6.2- State Criteria (Optional)  +/

6.3 Model Guidelin;s fordAnn,ual Ai:plicatiorl

6 .'loh Budget/Financial Reports

-
e

6.5 Special, Needs Analytical Profile
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§ e 7, *  EXRIBIT 6.1 :
« . _ . ’
AD HOC- SPECIAL NEEDS COMMITIEE .,
N ) .
‘AVTIs LT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Hosafd Anderson (612-629-6764‘) L),"nda Rago, Acting SGpexvisor }
Suparvisor, Special Needs ' Refugee Programs
’ Pine Technical Institute’ Division of Vocational-Technigal Education
] Pine City, MN 55063 Capitol Square Building, Fifth Floor -
550 Cedar Street ‘ ‘
Debbie Drinkard (218-751-413?) St. Paul, M\ 55101 (296—5707) .-
Special Needs Unit . Y
| Bemidji AVTI . g Jerry Guevara, Supervisor '
' Ropsevelt and Grant . B11ihgual and Minority Vocational Education
Bemidji, MN 56601 - ., . Division of Vocational-Technical Education
’ Capitol Square Building, Fifth Floor
Dwight Byle (612-629-6764) 550 Cedar Street
Assistant Directer . ' St. Paul, MN 55101 (296-5707)
| Pine Technical Institute :
‘ . Pine City, MN 55063 . Donna Boben, Sex Equity Specialist
- i Division of Vocational-Technicdl Education
Garey Lunn (507-847-3320) Capitol Square Building - Fifth Floor . B
: Jackson AVTI ; 550 Cedar Street ~
401 West Street-® ' o St. Panl, MN 55101 (296-1866)
T Jacksdh, MN 56143 ‘ e
: - ) Lloyd Petri, Supervisor - ,
George Munsey (370-9400) Vocational Education for the Bandicappéd
Minneapolis Fact Center - AVTI Capitol Square Building - Fifth Floor
1101 Third Avenue South 550 Cedar Street
Minnzapolis MN 55404 » St. Paul, MN 55101 (296-5707)
! Gen Rockwood (218-722-2801) . . |
Duluth AVT1 - )
2101 Trinity Road o '
Duluth, MN 55811
Josephine Reed-Taylor (770-2351)
#916-AVT1 .
: 3300 Century Avenue North *
g - White Bear Lake, MR. 55110 ~
., //
¢ ° -
{ RS
, , ‘ .
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EXHIBIT 622 . °

N .

]

////’ ‘- STATE CRITERIA (OPTIONAL)

Labor Force Phrticipatioﬁ Rate (LEA) gﬁ‘i

R i

Per Capita Income (LEA)
\

-

~y

Students Receiving Financial Aid (OER)

. ‘Title I Students (LLA)
. ; ( .
Type of Program (LEA and OER) .
Average Annual Cost Per FTE Instructor (LEA and OER)
\
‘Student Dropout R;?E\(LEA and OER) -

Average Age of Student (OER)

R i

-

Specification of Non-Served Student Pool (LEA and OER)

Atate Appropriation Per ADM (LEA and OER)

Nuébcr of Part-time Students (OER) .

Valuation of Equipment and/or Plant Per ADM (LEA and OER)

€

/




/ ) . EHXIBIT 6‘%

s z -
*

MODEL GUIDELINES FOR

ANNUAL APPLICATION '
TO CONDUCT VOCATIONAL-TECKNICAL gumnox'mocmns AT THE
SECONDARY AND POST-SECONDARY LEVELS FOR FY 1983

UNDER PUBLIC LAW 94-482

. \
' )
\ ¢
W
- .
\
Submitted To: . v

\ *
\ _
Dr. Melvin E. Johnson, Managex
. Operational Services Section - .
Division of Vocational-Technical Education
/- Minnesota State Department of Education
Capitol Square Building, Fifth Floor
350 Cedar Street
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

, Sufnitted By: ’

Contact Person at Local Edutation Agency (LEA)
or Other Eligible Recipient (OER).
Other Eligible Recipient, District No, 000-00
9999 Response Street
Vocational Cormunity, Minnesota 55000

[N

»

January }, 1982

A o




~

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ANNUAL APPLICATION ITEMS -
)] .

1.0 BASE INFORMATION . . . . .

-

2.0 INTRODUCTION . . . . .. . .
o -
+3.0. ASSURANCES . . . . . . . .

‘4,0 NON-SERVED STUDENT GROUP(S)

5.0 SECTION 120 (BASIC GRANT) . .
Basic Grant (Post-Sgcondary)
852t oramt

Instructiona} Programs (Two New Programs)
Work-Study -Program .
Cooperative Vocational' Education . . .
Energy qucation Prdiram (New Program) .

Student Placement Services . . .

Svecial Needs

Handicapped Program . . . .
Disadvantaged Program . . . .

«Limited English Pr&ficiency Program . . .

*?

L 4
6.0 SECTION 130 (PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AND .
SUPPORTIVE SERVICES) . v v + v ¢ « 4 ¢ o o o o o o »

7.0 SECTION 140 (SPECIAL PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED) . .

. v . .,
8.0 SECTION 150 (CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION) . .
[ 3 - .

L4

; "t . -




e 32
< .
L .
' , . .. /
' . " 1.0 BASE INFORMATION o,
, A ) o
Section A: (Complete by Local School Personnel) .
1. School Name: j
", 1, R R
a. School District Number: a '
. \ > }
b. County Name and Code Number: . -
2. Level of Programe
. . )
a. Check One; ’ ’ b. _Does this application include. request
‘ for funds for adult vocational education?
[:3 Secondary 'Yf’”'
. ‘ - D es ~ Iu
| [:j Post~ Secondaj?~ O Mo . o L /'.

3. Do these programs provide opportunity for training for non—tradition;l

career patterns of males and females? ’ N

f

] Yes 3 No [ Partial BN

4.. Has your "sex equity plan"” been approved by the Minnesota Divisibn of
Vocational-Technical Education? )

] Yes 3 No 3 Unknowm -

; 0 b .
k
5. Name of Vocational Administrator:

. ) ] . Signature: ' .
Section B:* (Complete by SDE Persomnel) «
1. e the proposed programs and efforts consistent with priorities specified
in the current State Plan for Vocational Education? _ .
] Yes 3 No B Partial ' I
¢ . .

1f partial, please document where and why it is 1nconsis:en: uith the’

¢

State Vocational Education przorities and attack your written cgmmqg:s

to this sheet.




Critéria agi weighted point range for awarding Federal Vocational Education
_funds. . .

.

Post-Secondarv (OER) Seconddry (LEA) f ’

a. High Uneaployment Rate o a. ngh Unemployment Rate
. (2-20) ) ( (1-10)

. New Programs (0-20) . Inétility to Provide

. High Cost Students ‘ ) Services - (1-10) —_—

. 7 (0-60) Ney Programs (0-20)

. Student Dropout Rate . . Low Income Families (4-40) =
(1-10) e. Relatlve flnancial
. Average .,ge of* . . Ability . (4-40) =
Completers (1-10) . Labor Force Partici-
. Non~Served Students pation Rate (0-10) =
(0-20) . Non-Served Students
g-*?art—T‘me Students (2-20) =
(0-10) ‘ TOTAL POINTS (11-150)=
TOTAL POINTS (ATISO)- i :

Federai Vocational Education Funds Awarded $

Sectioq,lZO (Basic Grant) c e e e e e . 5
Basic Grant $
Special Need$ $

Section 130 (Program Improvement
and Supportive Services) .

€

Section 140 (Special Programs fcr
Disadvantaged) . . .

Section 150 (Consumer and Homemaking
Education) . . . .. §

Comments:

a

e

Winnesota State Department of Educatiop/Division of Vocational-Technical
Education Approvals » . N .

Al

. Sectton Approvals ,
a. Aduls
; b. ‘Operational Services
¢, Post-Secondary
,d~ -~ Secondary

s

e. Support Servicu
. Authorized SOE Name:

. Approval Signature:




- ‘ 2.0 INTRODUCTION .
L %

(The "Introduction” should .essentially address four items. First, it should

indicate the area& for shich you are requesting funds--the areas should coincide
s
' uith the priorlties specifled-by the State Plan ‘or Vocational Education.

.Secoﬁd, you‘snould 1dentify those areas which have had special federal vocational

fundlng in the*past, such as the Vocational Adviso.(?roject under ‘Section 140.
Iﬁlrd h1§hligﬁt any new efforts and/or new instructional programs. For

exaomple, the following prog;am and projects would be listed if ‘your institution

 was requestiné their initiation for fiscal year 1983:

Silver Smith Program - Séction 120
Utility Regulation Program - Section 120 . -

Energy Eoucation'Program - Section 120 N
‘ ’ I ‘
‘Parenting Education Project - Section %;O, Adult Education

Finally, the fourEB’item would acknowledge local, state and other individuals

or agenedies who provided inpué in developiné the annual application.)

-

i

3.0 ASSURANCES .
[\ .

( annual application mus:.conﬁain four assurances as specified in
Section 104.141(f)(4). These assurances would probably be applicable to each

(8] ' . R
program or project contained in the annual application. The annual application
must: . T .

-

1. Be develobed w{;h~representativés of education and training resocurces
‘\-‘-/- s .
and the local advisory committee.

+

Exzlaration: Each prograz and project contained in the application must

' be developed cooperatively with local institutional staff, state level
. . .

. * ‘ ) -~

;R 37
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e )

-

N

J A and the use of the evaluation results in program development.

.
. N
\ ‘
- 4

4 A

'peréonnel, local advisory coﬁmitiees, and other significant imdividuals
or agencies. This requirement is mandated in the State Plan for Vocational”

Education; therefore, it should already be completed for all ongeing

pro;fg;s and projects. ) ' -

. }
2. Describe ~vocational education needs, how programs will meet these needs

P

et

. s 7 (
< r~ K-
Explaration: For all,on;pdng programs, you have met this requirement in
]

your new program proposals at the time they were submitted to the Minnesota

Vocational-Technical DiviQionL Of course, for any new program or'effbrt

vou need to address this requirement.

3. Describe how the activities proposed in the aﬁpl{gation relate to CETA

prograss in the area conducted by a prime sponsor.

PR

. Explanation: In most cases, vocational institutions cooperate with local

' prime ‘sponsors and that cooperative effort (e.g., the non-financial

agreement), should be referenced.

4. Describe the relationéhip between vocational gducétion programs_proposed

-~

to be conducted with Federal funds under P.L. 64-462 and other-progfams in

the geographic area or community which are supporteh by state and local
~ - ’

funds. . ..

E;Qlanaiion: Since vocational programs a;e’appxovéd at thg~state level,

" duplication and”needless competition is ‘virtually eliminated. The State

~ - ~
Elan for Vocational Education should be referencéd for this item.

s <

In summary, for thesé four assurances, the State Vocational Division and the

State Plan for Vocational Educatioh should be referenced. The Minnecsota

.

Vocatiohal-Technical Division should have 51}‘£he information to comply with

¥ - - . .
these assurances except where a program or project is new or iq the case of a

I3
3
P L

—4- ’
R 'Qsé,' - :




special effort(s). For the exceptions cited, you should address the four

assurances under the part of this annual application where the néw efforts and .

~

projects are described.) ' . . .

4,0 NON—SERVED STUDENT GROUP(S)
In each of the Annual Application items whigh follqy, non-served ;tudent
groep(ss should be ideptified and describea, ?n narrative forﬁ, providing the
following information: | ' V
1. Documentation regarding identified population(sf}

2. Sﬁecific services to be provided; and

3. Reasons for failure to serve this population(s) thus far.

5.0 SECTION 120.(BASIC GRANT).

\

Instructional Programs

el ' - '
{For all ongoing programs, the program budget sheets with the appropriate

.

- back-~up material should be referenced. For‘all‘new p;Bgtaggv the new proggam

proposal filed with the Hinnesota Vocatlonal-Technical Division should be
/ -
referenced., If the new program proposal(s) has not yet™ “been submitted to the
[3 . ) N A . ~
Minnesota Vocational-Technical Division, it must be contained as part of tﬁIB;

annual application.)

[

Work»Study Program A ‘ v

(Reference the program budget sheets and continue to do th/e'r samg for each

area.) - - . . .

- .
v Y M 4

6.0 SECTION 130 (PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES)
7.0° SECTION 140 (sptchL.PRocaAns FOR DISADVANTAGED)
' 8.0 SECTION 150 (CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKING EDUCATION)

- .
'

4

(ror -the temaining Sections of 130 140 and 150, theTVocational Budget/
¢ .

,Financial chort (ED 01288-04) sheets should\be referenced unless the project

- 5 -5-




RN
- r's ~ N
is new for fiscal year 1983 or 'you want to make changes in an ongoing project.

The changes need(fo be clearly dotumented in relationship to érior year
subnission of bprposé and content. Of course, projects that have been.

b )
subnitted on special formats such gs Adult Consumer and HomemaKing projects

.

under Section 150 will continue as before and be included as part of this

applicgtion. A new project will need to. address the significant items oh,a

forzat developed by the-appropriate Section of the. Minnesota Vocational-

. Technicel Division.)
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CB R ‘;::‘::"w'f,’;’:‘;"‘,‘:'?" ©4 .« POST.SECONDARY VOGATIONAK PROGRAM
A li_,.l‘l e LA_‘_; m. “‘01 w! \: X, : ".
- x}
- 4 - ‘ . ¢ o
Frowar Same o mmes
5chigpi Name . i . .
[k RN S
- County " [ Type * District . ‘
; ‘ Lo e
'l ‘E. Program Coce | UFARS Cod . . Class Hours per Day. . Number of days ot ) .
o - L % T -y S . . . . D SUPPORT SEAVICE
R T ' e ——STATE ' ' '
. OBJECT ACTUAL gl aecommenpep |- (PYE 81582
_ DESCRIPTIO |, Jemee0 - REGUEST | T este2 © ACTUAL -
7 EXPENDITURES 1981-82 . : 198182 °
BUDGET N b
= : — i Y—
L Ucersec Saharies // - y
7 l — « - " -
2B Non-L'consog Salarps N ot ’ £ ~
» 3. 'Licensed Fri.nge//gne!-:s p . b
. Non-L.cansed /nge Benetits ‘ _ ) . . - )
.- Traveu~struzxfonim\dmxms!ration ’ ' i . .

8. Travel. Prat. Deveiopergsnt - ) : . I ) . .

@
. wﬂs_éLLeues - g s S . .- 1T - . T .- / . %

«8. Other Pu'chased Services , ' . . T <L . ,
- - a 3 2
1. Supphies & Materials . ) ¢ . .
] 10.-Sugfiieuor'ﬂesale.\ o ‘ ) <) SR “] ) i )
1. Equip“ent Lt . . . ( : . . . . -
12. Other Cagital Expendriures N 5 T . 7 T o
_l 3. Student Activiies ‘ ‘ Py
¥ .4 Other Expenses ___ o . | ' K " - i",
*S. TOTAL ELIGIBLE PROGRAM EXi] \-© - S L
-~ . [ /5
.3 s.lo’ot Supplies & Services \ . ' ' ' . )
17. Sale of Fixed Assets I ” e ’ Y o - , )
P 1 R 4 b
-l 3. Other Reverve, . 7 s » ) LI ’ )
. n " . I . 3 - . -
F 19. NET BUDGET -\ $ 3
LADM  .'® N | <] B A , N
21. Headco .3t M i F - L2 R A F j M Fo N\
-l 2, Complstions . . - . v ‘ R v} ~ F B
"23.No of Licensed Staf! v R . o . N . .
: - _
.I" Licensed Sta FTE . . to * o B R
|, No of Non-Licensed Stat! - ) ' o . . . . . X
¥ | . s ” B
4 " g " [] v - FEE [
4 xfﬂm Stalt FTE * #»° . - R .
B VaCATIONAPIOMINSTRATOR OR SUPERINTENDENT SIGNATURE -~ T N
’ . . 2 -~ . . ’ //- e 41
) . - s L : . e e o
Bydget ¥ . . 3 ‘d . . ‘ ' (Report) .
{‘ ¢ § . APPROVED PENDING VALIDO VOCATIONAL LICENSURE AND AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS ‘ |
. * ! - . |
. s ’ N *Same » Request :
EKC’PGMO : 2 — . “ - T ' pont Sc:omq |
T Authornizes Stete | « - ,41 . Date
‘ ’ . < " . .



< L v
LN ‘s . . A 9, 39 -
. . . - €DooNeoy
- Posf-si/conmqv VOCATIONAL PROGRAM BUDGET RECAP . (F 52412)
: ALL INSTRUCTION ¢not including Related and Special Neads) , et
. . ’ ’ - . -
, e
- + " . “
. INSTITUTE. > v v ) DATE '
. ‘ 32 . L . _
COUNTY TYPE DISTRICT »
R . N .. . LY s,
., OBJECTSOF EXPEAIDITURE FY 80 ACTUAL FY81 APPROVED | FY8REQUEST | STATE OR LOCAL
, . * BY AID CATEGORY * EXPENDITURE’ B@DGET . * APPROVED
) . - . £ o BUDGET |
A EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR : | LIRS i
INSTRUCTIONAL AID N A ,' :f, -;i '?i'; 5ot o,
- L2 % "é‘ L 5
) g ; L&‘ ¢ u-r

1 n Sa'ar
L-cejsed a'ares

l‘ >

R Do

2, Nan-Licersad Salanies *

~

L8 EX oL ~,u.»~' u

.3 Ligensed Fringe tenelits

'K'.a.
Py,

oyt

~,,—

4 Non-licersad Frings Banefits

“E
'_’ -
Lt

5 ‘l"a\.rel-msf'.u:.t.bﬂa~ Agrmin ®

6 Travel-Proiess:o~ai Davel

8 Purchasec Services

13 S:.cent ACu. . 1ies~

14 Qtner Expensas .

' TOTAL.
13 O:her Re.e~ue

k
, NET L

B EXPENDITURES ELIG!SLE FOR
SUPPLY AID _ °

’ v
.

7 ‘Rents and Leases

9 Supplies and Materials,

10 Sand M !5 Resale "~ v .

TOTAL

\16 Sates of S_polies-Services

. NET

1

C EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR
CAPITAL EXPENDITURE AID
i z

. 11 Equggment

12. Otner Capi:at Expenditures’_

. TOTAL -

. 17. Sale of Fized Asse:s

NET

k]

D. OTH%R INFORMATION |

3]

|02

M

A
22 Completions
25 No Of Nea-L.ca-saz Syt

20 ADM ~
.23 No oft'Lice~sed Staft
28 Non-Ligensed Statt FTE

21 Headcount
%k -
. ’
23 Licensec S'at FTE
— .

.
.

. fom Srate for Vocatronal Educaton St Paul "Minnesota .

. 42

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[N

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE REPQORT IS TRUE AND CORRECT |

*
Sudscrhed angd $vo‘n 1O DED

tn.s aay of
19
Notar, Puh ¢ NIHY

tLnn 81, COMmMisHOn expires




*INSTITUTE

POST-SECONDARY VOCATIONAL PROGRAM BUDGET RECAP
ALL SUPPORT SERVICES (Including Reletéd and Specis! Needs)

COUNTY JTYPE

| ]
Jmsrmcr-

.

.

.
s

£l

DATE A

OBJEGTS OF EXPENDITURE
BY AID CATEGORY

N

FY 80 ACTUAL
EXPENDITURE

F’81'PLANNED

* EXPENDITURE

FY 82 REQUEST STATE OR LOCAL
APPROVED "
BUDGET .

A. EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR
+ INSTHUCTIONAL AID

+ Licensed Sa'aries

2. Nan-Licersed Salaries

N

b

3 Licensed £ringe benefits

4. Non-Licensed Fringe Benelits

| 5. Travei-Instructional/Admin.

6. Trava!-Professidnal Devel.

%X 8 rased Services

13 Student Activities -

14. Other Expenses

TOTAL

o

18. Other Revenue

NET

T N ST Y

‘8. EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR
SUPPLY AID

7. Rants and Leased

4 o ameg g s

9. Supphiss and Materials -

10. S and M for Resaie

TOTAL

16 Sales ofSupplies/Services

NET

C. EXPENDITURES ELIGIBLE FOR
/| CAPITAL EXPENDITURE AID

+

\

11. Eg..pment _

L

12. Omner Capital Expenditures

T

TOTAL %

v

17. Sale of Fixed Assels

NET

D. OTHER INFORMATION

| 20.ADM

| 21 Headtouny,

Compietipns

23. No ofLicensed §tm .

-

24. Licensed Stalt FTE

+ 25 No of Non-Licensed Staff

N

28 Nontuicénsed Statt FTE

N

{ng‘

A To the State for VocationshEducation, St. Paul, Minnesota:

.

<
D

43

o+
t :;iEHIBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE REPQRT 1S TRUE AND CORRECT

. Subscribed ang sora to before

this _—_day ol -

1’_— hJ . 1

Nptary Public County, *
My Commission expires .

o ' 0 .



BULUGE T HEQU : SUMMARY OF REYENUE ANDINCOME INSTITUTE .
& . o o . - s
3 . . p -|COUNTY ‘TYPE DISTRICT
. R .
. ACTUAL FISCAL YEAR 1980 ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1081 ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1982
FUND. 11 FUND 15%. FUND 11 FUND 15 FUND 11 FUND-15
. L. rOPSL [ NPS OPS | NPS OPS | NPS_ ‘OPS | NPS OPS ] -NPS OPS IWPS=
1. Unappropristed July 1 Balance - /( .
’ .,7 i 5
. , .
11 REVENUE T . . -
{excluding Debt Service) ' °- - '
“A. Revenus from invesiments LX . _
. 8. Tuition and Fees - N N
C. Sale of suppllas rial - NS
D. Sele of fixed un% . - _
. E Other Ravenue. j . ‘ i
F. CETA o B A "
Q. Specisi noeds . j , Kd .
H. Federal (not flowing 5 e b = B
. through SDE) ~ > ¥ g,&. . . ' <
I. State (not tiowing p‘gg T 4 7 " - v i
B "\'WQ"I SDE) N '::‘k" o ¢ . 4 2 1
- J. Foundastion Al\ \ , - 1=
K. Categorical A — < o 1 -
_(State & Feder . - D pa o k s . : -
. ‘L. Capital Expenditurs Ald . . 2 ¥ -
M. Instructional Ald o P KLY .
N. Supply Ald i .- N .
- 0. Buppdrt Sorvices Aild - oy > 1. D
TOTAL (A-0) N o - B -1
- B o ‘ . - .
- £ -

OPS _ Revenua shows on Instructiom o Support Sbrvices program siisels.
X » " . e, e .

»
e

44 -

!

. . > )
, v , Lo %
To the Btale for Vosational Education; 81, Pau Misibsota;
-~ . A
°' 1 HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE ABOVE RE {8 TRUE AND CORRECT,
: o — ¥ .
Local Vocitiona! Director y, Superintondent of aan Date
P . “ 5 / P

HPS = mnnuo not shown on [nstructional or SBupport SBervices progum lhom

eublcrlbod and sworn !o bolou

K ‘lhll.,_.du of
19, o ).
> . -
Nomy Public County,
mmmou.

My Commission uplm_4 5

.
N

_l




g EXHIBIT 6.5 42
| Mrnesons | Vesstiensl Spestel Neods Ut b SPECIApNEEDS ED - 01551 - 01
; : of éucotion 80 Pouk, innesste  S4301 ANALYTICAL PROFILE
’  Directiops: ~ ’ :
‘E See . . : oo ?
[2 , of Card Attix Labe! Hers ‘Student Name :
1]e 1. Dlstrict 2. Chack Dight . 6. Referral Source (see back of form)
m -+ . . L 28)
) _3. Social Security Number_(6) 7. Assessment Recommendation (see back
T > e of form) .
®) a1 13) 8. Special Needs (number boka{s) in order of
H{ | importance for all that apply, (see back of
4. Program (enter correction it label is ) form)
- wron . , Y '
. o [] M- Handicappea
'L ) D - Disadvantaged
Tk ° (30) LEP - Limited English Proficiency

LEP

Q. “Date (check one) |

(%) July 80 to June 81
July 81 to June 82

.
-~

July 82.to June 83
July 83 to June 84

NE

1
| 2]

-

Hours of Teivioe (33800

=k

(31)
Instructional Setting (enter number)

1. Mainstream
2. Separate Program

EQ.

NOV

SEPT

Technical Tutoring

Remedial Math Tutoring
Remedial Reading Tutoring

Job Seeking, Job Keeping Skilis
English as & Second Language
Tmo&g-nmsmogu . ’
lm.r;m.v for the Du!
GOUO;“IWM To Olhor\n
Pre - Vocational

Other

T O W MmO O ® > =

g

+ Hours of lohbo (33-00)
‘Technical Tutoring
WIQI Muth‘ Tutoring

. Remediai Reading Tutoring
Job Seeking, Job Koeping Skills
énouoh a8 # Second Language
Testing-Assessment )
Intorgreter for the Deaf _ -

rLd

T O MM O O m > =

Couﬂ.dinomohg;u To Others

epeat Hems 1))




. SNAP INST | " - 43
1. DISTRICT NUMBER . RUCTIONS '
001 Alexandria 014 * Pine City 026 .Bemidji
002 Austin . 015 Pipestone ’ « 027 Dakota County
. 003 Canby 018 St. Cioud 028 Hutchinson
. 004 Duluth . 017 Anoka . 029 District 818
005 Eveleth 018 Staples . 630 Rochester .
008 Faribault , 019 Thief River Fails 031 St. Paul -
008 Granite Falls 020 Wadena 032 Suburban Hennepin South
009 Hibbing - 021 Wilimar 033’ Red Wing
010 Jackson . 022 Winona 034 East Grand Forks
011 Mankato 023 Brainerd - 035 Suburban Hennepin North
012 Minfieapolis 024 Detroit Lakes .
013 Moorhead - 025 Albert Lea
2 CHECK DIGIT - Ent:;?m Termination chort Form (ED - 01335) if available, otherwise leave blank.
-~ )
La 3 STUDENT SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER - Uu Iabeis when possible. .
4. PROGRAM - To be used only if the OE course code on the iabel is incorrect or if no label is available.
5. DATE- Check year when selvice was delivered. )
8. :

g HEFERRQ. SOURCE - Enter one number trom‘ the list below:
01 DVR (Division of Vocational Hch;bllltation) 12 TMR Center

02 . High School . ,13 CETA (Comprehensive Employmont and
Training Act)
03 AVTH Program Instructor 14 Community Corrections
04 Self 15 Corrections (other)
¢ 05 Drug Rehabilitation Center 18 Counselors )
08 Veterans Administration 17 Minnesota Migrant Council
07 Waeifare Department 18 Vocational Advisors
08 Department of Manpower Services 19 BIA (Bureau of indian Affairs]
09 State Services for the Blind : 20 Mental Heaith Care
10 Another AVT! .21  WIN (Work Incéntive Program)
! .11 Insurance Companies 22 Veterans Rehabilitation
.23 Private Agencies . H
24 Other A
] . 7. ASSESSMENT n:coMMEN DATION - Enter One Number From List Below (To be used for those students that
have been formally assessed in an assessment contcr). -
~ 1. immediate Employmant : ‘6. Re-evaluatedater date i
: 2. Sheltered Empioyment - 7. No Specific Vocational Recommendation
3. On-The-Job Training . 8. Enter Training Program
4, Work Adjustment Training 9. Enter Pre-Vocational Program
5. Continue Education '

l 8. SPECIAL NEEDS CLASSIFICATION - Thc student can be classified in more than one area. Number boxes
20-31 1o reflect the priority of the student’s special needs. For example, it a student’s most prominent special
need is limited English protlclcncy but the student Ic also handicapped, boxes 20-31 shoulid be, codod as:

| B R M [2] o D'-E"m

: ' s.. manuat for clmlﬂutlon Pefinitions. (29), 2]

9. INSTHUCTIONAL SETTING - Entﬂ the numbor of the appropriate Ift\métloml mtlng
10. HOURS OF SERVtCE Enter uumbor of houn _served for appropriate month and type of service.

SNAP forms for January thru J

are duo on July 15 and the SNAP forms for Jqubﬂ are dueon
. January 18. Mali them to: o ) ’ . :

~

C»ltot Square u"dmc " NOTE: Refer to the Iristruction
550 Cedar Stree manual for data privacy information
81. Paul, Minnesots 55101 . 47 .and detailed instructions.




* . 7.0 FEDERAL FUNDING

l 7.1 Ratifonale ) v -

The federal rules and regulations stipulateé numerous requirements for
expenditures of federal vocational funds. The following information is
Jdncluded to explain and detail the distribution of those federal fuhds

) anticipated for-.allocation to the State. These g¢harts and the accompany-

. v ing narrative 3hould assure compliance_with all components of the regulation
. and of the Act. N ‘

* .

The State, in examining overall, conprehensive budgdtary needs for

vocational-technical education for an ensuing year, can eliminate,

correct or compensate for deficiencies among or representative of eligible

) recipients (ERs) and other agencies according to the specified criteria of
’ the State's federal funding formula éiilizing an application process

according to those criteria. Eligible recipients may Zave accessibility

to federal funds through submission of an annual local application.

In the Five Year State Plan, FY 78, the State submitted the general appli-

cation to the U.S. Commissioner of Education in compliance with 45 CFR /-
§104 €1979) identifying the priorities designated by the twelve specific
asstrances and in accordance with the criteria specified in the State's .

Federal fund digstribution criteria. -

1 ‘ ' B .
Two major procedures, 1) the federal funding formula and 2) reimbursable
* < contractual agraements*, are used {0 allocate and distribute federal funds -

to ERs. Different criteria are applied in determining an ER's eligibility
and in distributing funds depending upon which of these two procedures is

8

being considered. . N
. R
In examining the various jables in the Plan, it may not be possible to ’
. trace or reconcile monetary items from table to table since some '!blel .

include grant allocations while others include Federal funding formula
allocations, or both. Y '

. The Hinnes&ta 00catlona1-t;chnical data collection process has not been
computerized, therefore enrollment projections ‘and funding estimates by
USDE codes were prepared manually and accuracy cannot be verified. In addi-

— - "tion, accounting capability of the State is 1imited, and it is difficult to
: distinguish between State and local funds. . :\\TT~
) *Definitigns
Reircbyrsable Agreements B .
¢ ) : 7! . . i 1
An informal legal document used with local education agencies and institu- . .
. tions of higher education; and processed within the Minnesota Department of
Edbcation. ’
VR L ' o ' - -~ ) ,
. . } . < )
/
v \




¥ §
: \ . A formal legal document used in contracting with private firms which -
t requirg/review and/or approval by agencies external to the Mlnnesota Depart-
P ment Of Educatiqn/, ] . .
- ! P
- Local Education Qgé;cy (LEA) ,
- Local education agencies (school districts) offering secondary vocational
i . educhtlon . } -
— Other Eligible Recipient (OER)\\J/ ’ . -
b )
' ) Area Voca!ional—Techni al Institutes offering post-secondary ard adult
» * vocational education - . . _ .

onwmar v

v - .
Contractual j/Agreement

_ —_—— - : - .- — / - - oL I [
Eligible Recipient (ER)

Refers to eith®y or both Local Education Agency (LEA) and Other 'Eligible

t . Recipient (OER). . - -

& .

7.2 Federal Funding Qrmula (Background) ' ;

’ .

7.2.1 1Introduction .
¢ 9

, ({ In the Five Year State Plan, FY 78, the State submitted’ the general appl{-
on to the U.S. Commissioner of Education in compliance with 45 CFR T
§104 (1979) identifying the btiorities—designe}ed by the twelve specific
.assurances and in aécgrdance w;;hl;he <riteria specified in the State's
federal funding formula. The SBE, in compliance with regulation, developed’
a‘federal funding formula and selected cettain criteria discussed in the
" following pages.

-~

L} @ -

- - : The federal funding £ormu1:lis designed to help the State's vocationally

approved occupational training prograns meet labor demand resulting from
employment expansion, produce skilled workers in areas of high labor

. turnover and meet the training needs of a higher percentage of the total
labor market. All ERs are potential recipients‘for federal vocational funds

3 . ' to uss to improve their vocational programs.- ERs which offer reimbursable
! vocational education programs will be considered in the disttibution of
’ - fu“dse

ERs must subait pertinent informat;:n regarding FY 83 federal funding
, formula distribution criteria. In previows years, the Minnesota State
’ Plan for Vocational-Technical Egdaycation uged a twosstep process for
federal fund distribution. This year, 83, a one+step process which is
as equitable as the former two-step process, will be used. This distri-
bution process is intended to help vocational education meet the needs of
all population groups throughout the State.

¥

’ 7.2.2 Gefieral Intent of Federal Law

‘.

. It may be prudent to describe the intent of Federal Law reJ:}ding Sections
: 120, {30 Y140 and 150. The basic intent wds to increase the amount of

7 .. .

‘EKC aE

L
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7.3

7B

7.3.2

. ecpnomic, social “and demographic inforwation. The other economic, social

" services.~ The intent of the federal law is to allocate funds to schools

state and 1o®®1 dollars available for Yocational education, to supplement
efforts’currently in progregg, and to fund new efforts. Conceptually,

P.L. 94-482 was designed to allocate funds to eligible recipients based -
upon: . a) general indicators of economic depressionm, b) new programs, *
c) higher than average student costs” pertaining to handicapped, disadvan-
taged gnd LEP students, d) relative financial ability, and e) other !

and "demographic: information is optional, state-spécified criteria.

<

Federal funding does not determine specific edutatiohal activities or 'y

based upon the degree of presence or absence of the general criteria stated

in "a" through "e" above. In turn, the eligible recipients should have the
prerogative to determlﬂe how*the Federal funds will be spent at the

institutional level. How the Federal funds are to be spent relates to the ° .
type of services provided, in keeping with State ‘priorities. '

rederal Funding Dlstribution Procedurgs

THe following diagrams, steps, t1me11nes, and criteria serve to describe
the procedures utilized in the distribution of federal funds. - .

Procedure Guide Y '

-

The following diagram (Figure 3) prov1des an overview of the federal
funding distribution procedure. 1In addition, a timeline and ‘eleven 1)
steps for the federal funding distribution prﬁsedure are provided in
Figure 4. . -

.

Annual Applications ¢

-

Annual application refers to the process which eligible recipients must
compiete and information which they must provide prior.to the distribution
of Federal Vocational Education Act (VEA) funds. Section 104.141(f)(4)
specifies four assurances which must be contained in the annual application.
The application must:

1. Be devéloped with representatives of education and training resources . *
. and the local advisory committee; N B

2. Descri® vocational education needs, holr programs will meet these
needs, and the use of the evaluation resulfs in program development;
3. Describe the relationships of proposed programs with CETA and other
local employment and training programs; and - -
,d
4. Describe the relationship .between the proposed vocational programs

and other state and local programs. N

In additfon, local applicatiops will be greatly strengthened by including

A3
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, I .
“Figure 3 ’ v
- i ) a,

OVERVIEW OF FEDERAL FUNDING ' '
- \ DISTRIBUTIOR PROCEDURE
s 1
Applications for Eligible Recipients P~ !

- OnetApplicatibn per Eligible
Recipient , -
tlfrogrami/szorté and Costs

> - ) '
' . - :
' .
P
’ 4 *
.
1 : ) e

Committee Review at SDE .
- Federal (Criteria ’
- State (Critéria '

..

“ = 4 Report to SDE \
« | Points per Application - Program .
- Fiscal
‘Federal ' State
"} "Points Points

x

.Alloéation,of.sj

-
e v
\ Needed by SDE
. ' Expenditures
Programs/Efforts by Eligible Recipient - Set-asides
- Maintain Progrgms === 000 b eeccecece-- | - Categorical
- Improvements ' ~ Others

New Programs . N
Additiomltf}pu/ - ST
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Figure 4 i X . 3
: - ’ D . s I3 ) * . -
| -
\ -
R TIMELINE AND STEPS FOR , o e
} FEDERAL FUNDING DISTRIBUTION PROCEDURE N
] FY 83 .
. Time Lines . - Stegs . .
April, 1981~ Stef'1l: LEAs/OERs are’ sent a brochure
describlng the Federal Funds .
o availability, re equest for
applications, priority criteria,
i. funding criteria, time lines,
application format, areas of S
. . funding, etc. p ’
Xa;ﬁiug;st 1981 N ' Stép 2: Meetings held to answer ques- )
- ) tions and éxplain the process , |
/ further. :
T A 4 -
. Septexzber tp December 1981 \::26/3: LEAs/OERs compile applications.
January 1, 1982 (Post-Secondary) P 4: Applicasions due at SDE.

February 1, 1982 - (Secondary)

January 15, 1982 - (Post-Secondary)
february 15, 1982 - (Secondary)

January-March, 1982 » (Post-Setondary)
February—AgrilL_EQBZ - (Second:;glﬁ.

March 15, 1982 - (Post-Seconda
April 30, 1932 - (Secondary)

S;ptember 15, 1982 \

> - - 2 L)
+  Octobeér 15, 1982 “ Step 9: Partial payment of funds .
] to LEAs/OERs. . . .
August 15, 1983 . Step 10: Annual’ Reports due at SDE. | «
Noveuber 15, 1983 Step 11: LEAs/OERs informed of

Step §:
St;p 6:
Step 7:

Step 8:

~N

.
LEAs/QERs “Informed when ,
applications are received.

Applications reviewed.

LEAs/OERs informed of approval:
and funding levei.

Compliance bonitoring schedule .
sent to LEAs/OERs (Criteria). .

"evaluation" based on Annual
Reports. '




rd
-~ - /
/

suggested‘(optional),items which add detail to 104.141(f) (4)(B) ’such as:
. .
@« 1. The nuzber of vocational students who will benefit from the.proposed
programs (nat-total enrollment);- - .t

2, %he instruct:‘al 'cost‘s; ) .

-

3. Justification for maintaining existing programs and justification for .

new programs uszng Federal funds; '

L
.

: ~
Start-up costs for new programs and contmuatiog costs for maintaining
other programs;. .

5. Additional equipment and/or facilities requlred'

e e e n —_ R » -

6. Instructional progran obJectives Ancludlng course content, clock
hours, credits, and level of occupational skills to be attained;

Relationship of proposed programs to employment needs of the Service
- area, and a description of how the programs meet the needs of special
populations (based on National, regional, state or local needs);

™~

’

8. Avaklability and qualitly of the instr,uc\fional staff;

9. Planned supervision and evaluation of the proposed program; and
10. The articulation of the proposed programs to the various levels of
sinilar programs in the service area.
v 7T )
7.3.3 " Summary of Formula Criteria and Weighted Point Values

The following table summarizes the criteria as applicable to secondary
(LEAs) and post-secondary/adult: (OERs) and the accompanying point range.

+ Criteria for LEAs and OERs are the same with sub-criteria differing by
instit\.tional classification.

r . _ L

Lt ' * - " | . LEA et (Posto§§con- Point
‘ \ Criteria (Secondary) Range | dary/Adult) Range
Eéonomicall‘y Depresged Areas : .
. Bigh Upémploy‘me* X 1-10 X 2-20
. Inability to Provide - ) s
) Resources . . X - 1-10 - -
* |\ New Prograzs ‘ (
. Progrgg Cost e X _ 0-10 . X 0~10
. Nuzber of Prograzs . X 0-10 X 7 0-10

- . ‘ (Continued on next page)

[y
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7.4

7.4.1

. . OER .
. . - . _LEA Point | (Post Secon- Point
. ) Criteria ‘ (Secondary) Range dary/Adult) Range
\'Conceﬂtratién of Low Income _ .
Fanilies/High Cost Students X, - 440 X 0-60
Relative Financial Ability X . 4-40 -r --
Student Drbpout Rate .. -- -~ X '1-10
’ Average Age of Completets - - 'T X 1-16
Non-Served Student Groups X 10-20 X 0-20
Part-time Students ‘ ‘r"“ﬁ#:- - .. X - 010
labor Force Participation Rate s X 1-10 | - -
, TOTAL ~ L 11-150 4-150

Post Secondary Formula (OER) .

Sub-sections 7.4.1 amd 7.4.2 following, provide a definition of the criteria
as well as qriteria/explanation and data sources. In addition, sub-section
7.4.3 provides the formula for OERs, while sub-section 7.4.4 .includes an
example of an affluent and a.Jepressed OER, and sub-section 7.4.5 presents

- the proposed distribution of points and.dollars. o

Defiﬁi!&on of Criteria

The following are the defined criteria according to federal priority and
allocation, and state allocation.

1. Pribrity: Federal

A. Economically Depressed Areas:
" Economically depressed areas are thosd Econodic Dcvclopment
Regions (EDRs, of which there are a’total of thirteen) identified
as hixing high unemployment rates based upon an apnual average.
. loyment figures are available by ‘county only, aggregate
. labor foxce and unemployment figures must be ca{culatcd'for . .
to establish the’ annual unemployment rate for the
‘Econonic De\elopment Regfon. Unemployment rate for each EDR —
is then determined by divjding the aggregate number of unemployed
by the .aggregate labor force. OERs are awarded points based upon °*
the Ecpnomic Development Regipn in which they are located.

B. Xew Programs'

New programs are defined as six digit U.S. Department of Educa- -
tion Instr{;tionnl Program Code programs that are new fo the C-
school. ogran proposals which are new to the school are '
*+ ,prepared by the OER for review and approval by the local program
< - ’ [ 4

[}
)

-¢ .

5341 . K .
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advisory committee. The reviewed-proposal, is referred to the
/ ‘o,,,_ appropriate state supervisor and processed through the,appropri-

51

.o ,_,i;:, ,» ate personnel within the Vocational-Technical Division of the -
“_ . ~ ¥ - State Department of Education. . Approved program proposals are :
v “zeferred jo the Higher Education Coordinating Boerd (HECB) .
. .- RECB forwards the document %o the Curriculum Advisory Committee
. - for, discussion and advice. The Curr¥culum Advisory Committee
. : and the HECB staff advises the Higher Education Coordinating -
} Board reg)rding the proposed program accoyding to the following
A - criteria: .
N A s . ‘
6 1) need .o s v "
.2) ' duplication _
A . 3) rission of the institution o L
: S - 4) cost/benefit .
. T The HECB reviews the proposed program, makes a recom;endation,
¢ . g tgansmits the results to the Division of Vocational Technical ,
cation. . . . .
<
LR% “ e .
LI § -Allgation:.}'ederal" : (\ .
. v,\,' . s
"‘ A, S‘tude’xts with Higher _than Average. Cos¥ts: ‘.
¢ o '_-Srudent§ with higher.than average cost include all handicapped,’’ ’
Lo X disadvantaged,™and limited English pr LEP) students identi-’
2 n fied according to Federal definitions reportéd in.the Federal
. ". Register. They are as follws ) . & . )
P Ha r_\gicapped* refe‘rs to a person who is: -
2. , } - ~ =~
. RS Y merdtally: retarded ’ L .
. . 2) hard of hearing e e ‘
. 3) deaf . L et o )
T\ . 4) speech mpair\d ) o : ,
o 5) visually.handicapped -
A 6) sériously emotionally disturbed
7) orthopedically impaired ‘ ~
| \ 8) ‘er health impaired .
i ca 9) WBecific learning disability
. ., . 10) deaf/blind '
- ' Q.“ .11) multihandicapped
“ . ‘For, reporting purposes at . the pOst-secondary level; a handicapped - .
) ‘ persqn is someone who has a physical or mental impairment. ]
. A Linited EngMish Proficiency refers to any’member of a, national
‘e - " origin ainor who dges not speak and understand the English
‘ P lahguage in tructipnal setting well enough to benéfit from
. voc#ti,onal stud to the same extent as a student whose primary
uage is English. Swge examples'of national origin minorities
N " persons of Spanish, Chinese or Italian heritage. The chief’
- .( ~ .‘ ‘ -—
y , ‘. * See Federal Register, .Vol.l42, No. 163, August 23, 1977
. ) . for definitidéns of conditions. . ,
f , v * ‘ . v ’
. . ’ R
. . g % 4 »
kK . ’ 55 o N LY ol
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- . ) .: ) * ’
. , adm inistrativ official shal determine the method and the staff
persons resptnsible for making\the identification. Operationally,
r - for exampl¢, enrollwent in English as = second'lqnguage could be -
. used as a proxy here. - .
A " Disadvantaged means persons (other than handicapped) who meet )
e . the following de¢finitions: . « '
= ) o ) ' ' ¢ \
. / "Economically é&§advantage€" refers to any of the following:
; = 1) Fanily income is at or belob national poVeriy levei .
R - . 2) Participant, or parent(s) or guardian oﬁ the partieipant 7
' / L is unemployed
. i 3) Participant, "ot parent of participant, is recipient of public T~
" a assistance; ) - ) '
4) Participant is instituytionalized or,under State guardiénsﬂip. =
. Operationally, economic disadvantage cangge determined by report- ’
. ing students who are pdrticipating in BEO®W's or similar financial ‘
S . aid or work-study: program. - 2 N .
. "Acaderically di'sadvantag’qd" zeférs’ to persons who: ’ - %
r - 1) L&ck reading and writing skills; ‘ . "
; 2) Lack mathematical sktlls; or ’
* 3) Perform below grade levelr”

»
Operationally, academic’ dlsaﬁvantage can be determined by reporting
students enrolled in remedial instruction or.oh academic probation.

I11. Allocation: Sgate ' -
& . .
Student Dropout Rate: \<>\ ‘

dropout rate is def{ned as the annual averagg number of*
s who drop a 6 digit U.S. Department of Education Instructi®nal
Code program and fail to reemger in fifteen (15) days.

rollment Age of Program Completers:,

B. AQerége
[ ]

- ’ . The average enrollment age of program completers is defined as
' ‘the average age of program completers at 'the time they initially
enrolled in the program.

C. Non- S”ved Student Groups:

Non-sérved student groups are defined as identifiable groupd of
1 students or potential students that are presently inadequately

served by vogational educatid®. In narratiye form, the OER must
@& + provide the following information:

- r - 1) Documéentation describing the identified population(s). - ] -

2) Spfcific services to be provided. .
3) ‘Reasons for failure to serve this population(s) thus far.




4
D. Part-time Students:
Part-tine students are defined as those students attending an : : .

OER for any amount of time that is less than full-time. I

r’ ‘ 7.6.7 Criteria/f>pldhat1on and Data Soqrces‘>Post Secondary_Level .

The Federal funds distribution to ql.ei:;)igible reé;pients (OERs) under
. the Vocational Education Act of 1976 is—3 one-step process. "Points are
” awarced to an OER under both the Priority and the Allocation sectioms.
All 'OERs are furided under the proposed one-rstep process; hence, each
AVTI 1s allocated funds based upon the number of points awarded,

The following are the criteria, corresppnding poznts, and data sources for
the formula:?

-
- M "

e . : —— s
. . = ) Unweighted|
qu{eria/Explanation _ Range of Data-8o6urce(s) .
! : Points .
. Priorifz: Federal ’ ' ' F; ) .
'A. Economically bee;éssed Areas ’ s
High Unemployment Rate l1-10 e Hinnesota'Department of |
. (Annualized by Economic D%velf i Economic Security
opzent Region) X 390 North Robert Street
® 4.4 - 4.8 percent = 1 point . 1 St. ggul, Minnesota 55101
4.9 - 5.4 percent = 2 points = (Soe Hamper)
5.5 - 5.9 perceant = 3 points (612) 296-7969
6.0 - 6.5 percent = 4 points ‘ (Bruce Steueinagel) )
6.6 ~ 7.0 percent = 5 points (612) 296-8716
7.1 - 7.5 percent = 6 points . . o 3
7.6 - 8.1 percent = 7 points ‘ -
8.2 -~ 8.6 percent = 8 points 4 . [::~5-\-“‘-€
8.7 - 9.2 percent = 9°points ' . . -
R , 9.2 percent = 10 points. - ‘
» _ -
B; New Programs - °r 0-20 Program Approval Process:
New Programs are defined as: l)tﬂq\fsion of Vocatiogal-
. 6 digit U.S. Department of Educa- s Technical Educagion . ..
‘ . tion Instructional Program Code \ -
. ) 2) Curriculum Advisory
Prograns that.are new to the Comittep of the Higher”
T Educatid Coordinating ~
. y 1) eNew Program(s) Cost as a.per- | (0-10) Board . ¢
3 censage of the total bgﬁget | 3) Higher Education Coordin—
“»  20%-1% of total budget = 1 pt. ating Board RS
>1%-2% of total budget = 2 pts. " <Capitol Squate" Building "2
>2%=3% of total budget = 3 pts. : 550 Cedar Street . ‘
- >3%~4% of tod#:udget = 4 pts. N St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
. Y4%-5% of tot

. : al"budget =5 pts. (612) 296-610& —
.- ~ . ‘ , ‘ . ' » .




= — : " [Unweighted

t

) Criteria/Explanation " |Range of Data Source(s) . ¥
* 1. POintS -

~
-« N . . »*

! . 93%-6% of total budget = 6 pts.
b - " »6%-7% of total budget = 7 pts. ¢ )
i >7%-8% of total budget =8 pts. |, . \

287.-9% of total budget = 9 pts. :
- ® . 297 of total budget.

10 pts.

o L 2) eXuzber of New Programs as a (0-10)
: ) percentage of all-Programs.

>0 -12/3f all.programs = 1 pt. ) . .
.21%-2% of «all programs = 2 pts. s :
>2%-3% of all programs =, i
»3%-4% of all programs
\ r >4%-5%-0of all programs
M ‘ ‘' 25%-6% of all programs
%-7% of all programs
~ . >1%-8% of d11 programs pts. .
»3%-9% of all programs pts.
?'92 of. all ?régrams\- 10 pts.

pPts.
pPts. ot
pPts.
pPts.
Rts. . . ‘

4

oSN W

II1. Allocation: Federal « .. 0-10 Division of Vorational-
’ Technical Education
: A. Students with higher than average \ Special Needs Program™
‘ . ' costs (ald handicapped, disadvantaged,s \ . Supervisor

LEP students, and other identified - )
groups as appropriate; identified - h cial Need Analytical
according to Federal definitions). #le (SNAP) Data

o> - 5% of total student body = .5 pt./ . :

6%-10% of total student body = 1 pt. Of: ;ul?:itzigid:t'argor “
112-15% of total” student body =1].5pts. other lden ed groups.
'16%-20% of total student body=2 pts. )
212-25% of total student body=2.5pts.| -, ' )
26%-30% of total student body =3 pts. . .

. . '312-35% of total student'body=3.5pts.| ' ) . L
- 362-40% of total student body=4 pts. ' C
- . . 41%~45% &f total studegt body=4.5pts. L
46YNR0% of total student body=5 pts. : ’ ’
siz of total student body=5:5pts.| . )
5 % of total student body =6 pts. -
" 61%-65% of total student body = 6.5 pts. , ’
66%-70% of total student body=7 pts. . .. .
71%-75% of total student body=7.5pts.] ) )
76%-80% of total student body =8 pts. ' . ¥ 5 -
" . 512-853 of total student body = 8.5 pts.
© 86%-90% of total student body=9 pts.
- * 91%-95% of total student body '™ 9,5 pts. ‘
.- 96%-100% of total. student body =10 pts. )

b

° s
.
4 . ’ .
. w
. -
- L4 .
» . -
. .




~

snweighted . —
nge of -
" Points Data Source(s)

Criteria/Explanation

]

I11. Allocation: Stafe

A. Student Dropout Rate

(Establish the proportion of the
average nunober of students per

year who have dropped.a

6 digit

U.S. Department.of Education

Instructional Program Code progr
and fpiled to reenter in 15 days,

) Préportion of Dropouts t
, enrolloent:

o total

?

3

- X% - 10X = 2 points i
112 - 20Z = 4 points J |
21% - 30% = 6 points . !
. 31% - 40% = 8 points '
° 41% - 502 = 10 points
> %
B. Average Enrollment Age of Program 1 - 10

Completers (Establish the average
enrollment age of program completers

for each OER.,) = °

. Rank OERs, lowest to highest, and djvide
into 10 equal categories as follows:

1. Lowest average age =
2, ’
3.

4,

5.

6. T
7. -

8. .
9." b

1
2
3
4

O\JOUI

9

point

points
‘points
points
points
peints
points
points
“points

10. Bighest average age = 10 points !

C. Non-Served Student Groups

b - 10

(OER may identify a group(s) of studentsl

presently not adequately

vocational education.) In narra vé
* form, the OER myst providegfjje fonovin

information:

1) Dogumentation describing the identi-

fied population(s).

2) Specific services to be -provided.
3) Reasons for failure to serve th

population(s) thus fa

serv

r.

by

-

e

e e e oy, .._...m__.
.
a

[ 4

Division of Vocational-
Technical Education
& :
Post-Secondary Follow-
up Systenm
]

~

Division of Vocational~-
Technical Education

Post-Secondary Follow-
up System

Local 'OER submitted data.




7.4.3 OER Formula -

4

[Unweighted| *
] ' Range of
.Criteria/Explanation . 1Points . Data Source(s)

e An OER may qualify for one effort each
time 2 of 3 conditions are met. In +
general’, the intent of an effort is
similar to the creation of a new’
servige or section of an instructional . o
program requiring at least 2 of ‘the
following three conditionms:

1) Number of aﬁtiéipatgd students is
greater than or equal to 10 for .
JAnstruction or greater than or equal

‘ to 1 for support services. .

2) Instructor/staff increases (1) : 3N

3) Expansion of facility or facility
use.

4 Effort = 2.5 peints | -, . . o
2 Effogts =-5 points

3 Efforts = 7.5 points .
4 or lore Efforrs = 10 points

-«

D. Part-Time Students ‘ 0-10 Division of Vocational-

(Establish the proportion of part-time . Technical Education-
studepts to average daily membership

-based on annual mean.) T Data from Quarterl}

. . . .| Reports as provided b
e Proportion of part-time to full-time 1§Za1 gER. P y

students: *

>0% - 1% = 1 point., ’ "1 !
312 - 27, = 2 points -
»2% - 3%°= 3 points ’ . )
»3% - 4%
24% - 52
>5% - 62
>6% - 72
- >7% - 82
>3 - 92
- >92

4 points

5 points -
6 points ¢ . .
7 points ., . - . ‘ ‘
8 points ' '
9 points *
10 points

. .
IS B .

>

The formula for determining the weighted raw.points for an OER is as
follows:

WRP = 2(EBA) + (NP1 + NP2) + 6(HCS) + SDR + ASA + 2(NSS) + PTS

or _ - -

Weighted Raw Points = 2(Economically Depressed Areas) + (New Programs ‘1 +
liew Programs 2) + 6(Higher Cost Students) + Student
Dropout Rate + Average Student Age + 2(Non-Served
~ _ Students) + Part-Time Students.

60




57

Veighted Raw Points for School #1

xh % = proportion of Weighted Raw P’lnts (HRP) in School £1 of .
the total WRPs in system.

. XAlZ - proportion of Average Daily Hembershlps (ADM) in School #1
/ of the total AD!ls in system X

2

Proportion of Funds Available: Fedéral law or State Priority
{

Available Funds for Sectlon 1208 =.512038 ($12038 is Section 120 Basic
Grant Dollars)

"120H = $120H (S1204 is Section 120 Handicapped
Dollars) -
120D = $120D (51200 is Section 120 Disadvan-
: e , taged Dollars)
-~ . ' 140 = $140 (5140 is Section 140 Disadvantaged
’ ot . . Dollars)
. ) 150. = $150 ($150 is Section 150 Consumer-
Yomemaking Dollars)
- ,
kHlZ = proportion of handicapped students in School #1 of the total
’ -handicapped students in system.

XD1Z = proportion of disadvantaged stydents in School #1 of the total
disadvantaged students in system.

x14012 = proportion of disadvantaged students in School £1 of the total
- disadvantaged students in systen.

. X15012'- proportion of "home economics" students served by School #1 of
the total home economics students servedJin the systém.

"Awarding of Federal Funds

Allocations by Section

Y

1208: $) = %)% ($1208) .

~J20H:  §) = Xgﬁjlzon)
‘ x"lz + lez - - . "_.
——— = Ty;* . ~—
N ' . ¢
120D:  $; = qp % ($1200)

. ) xwlz+xnlz-§ z . - e
2 D) '




L]
&

. ’ 14 . ;

“ote: LEP proportion under 120D is equivalent to thé proportion such
persons age 15-24 are to the entire population of the State in
the same age bracket. -~ . -

i <

"‘, 140: § = 'f14olz'(srao)

* - ‘
I+ X y S
‘k\ x"’l > 140; 'le.olz
. 4 {I| -
?o150: 5 iﬁsolz ($150)
2+ X
o) 15°1 - T150;
2 ¥
Total Funds Awzrded = '$1F, )

¢

(for School #1) .
i(’ . .
7.4.4 Exazple of affluent and Depressed OERs ’ Lot

In order to describe the process of awarding points and calculating the
proposed federal fund distribution, the entire procedure will be'applied
to two OERs.® The OERs selected for this illustration are Bemidji AVTI
(depressed) and Moorhead AVII (affluent)-

’ : *

”

Awarding of_ ?oi’bts

-

Sieg 1: (EDA) Determine economically depressed areas'based upon unemploy-
‘. ment rates in 13 Economic Develo;ment Regions (EDRs) for each OER.

&

|

1

temidji (EDR2) unemployment rate ‘= 9 7 or 10 goints ) . 1
(See 7.4.2) ‘ |

|
Moorhead (EDR4) unemployment rate = 7.2 or 6 goints ) *
(See 7.4.2) . |

Step 2: (ﬁP) Deteruine the numbeQ.of new progrags approved for each OER.

. B;nidji had no new programs approved = 0 points -

Moorhead had no new programs approved = 0 points
.. . ’ - ’ '
Step 3: (HCS) Determine the proportion of handicapped, disadvantaged,
.and LEP students to. the total student body (average daily
* membership) for each OER. .
Bemidji had 157 bandicapped disadsan:aged, and LEP studentsls7
. of a total average 8311) oeabership of 425. 21 (i.e. 225.21% 100)

\F>‘ 37 percent = 4 points. * (See 7.4. 2) ~

e m o B

’
»

v &




Moorhead had 137 handicapped, disadvaﬂtaged, and LEP students
of & total .average daily'bezbership of 952.65 (i.e.,

35775 X 100) = 16 percent = 2 points. (See 7.4.2) Ry

(SDR) Determine the proportion of the annual average number of .
students who dropped a 6 digit U.S. Department of Education Instruc-
tional Program Code program and failed to reenter in 13 days to the
total enro lmjyt for each OER.

Bemidji had a 23 percent dropout rate = 6 goint
(See 7.4.2)

Moorheadd had a 22 percent drdopout rate = 6 points
(See 7.4.2) .

(ASA) Determine the average enrollzment age of progranm completers
for each OER. .

Bemidji (average age = 21.84 years) was in the sixth
group = 6 points. (See 7.4.2) . Py

\borhead (average age = 19.94 vears) was in the sgcond
group = 2 points. (See 7.4.2)

1 S
(NSS) Determine the number of efforts proposed by the OER to
serve the meeds of. previously non—served student or potential
student groups. . .

-Bemidji had no efforts proposed = O points
*
Moorhead had no efforts proﬁgsed = 0 points

(PTS) Determine the proportion of the annual average number of
part-time student: to the average daily aembership for each OER.

Bemidji had no partttime students = O points

Moorhead had an average of 41.7 part-time students with an iverage v

daily wembership of 952.65 (i.e., ;§i765 x 100) * .0438 parcent =
5 points. (See 774.2) \ Lo \ L

-

Applicatidz of Forwula : . ~

.Stcg : Determine total weighted raw points for\zibh\QER.

- Z(EDA) + (NP1 + NP2) + 6(HCS) + SDR + ASA + Z(NSS) + PTS

Bemidji = 2(10) + (0 +0) = 6(6) + 6. + 6 + 2(0) + 0=
56 weighted rav points

Mobrhead = 2(6) + (0 + 0) + 6(2) + 6 + 2+ 200) + 5 =
37 weightcd raw points

.

v.

-




s -

St€p 2: Determine the total veighted raw points distrlbuted adong all &
A 0 OERS ‘v k., v

A total of 1,281 Weighted Raw Points (WRPs) were distribuced
s ﬁ/ . among all OERs 3 -
: !
. Step 3;"De'en-_ine the .proportidh (X,%) of the total Weighted Raw Points-
(WRPs) for each OER. ~ '
. 56 . ' L A
1581 * .04371?8 .
1281 = .028883%

Bemidji x,BZ
Moorhead xw”z

.

‘ Step 4: Deterpine the proportion (Xa%) of the total Average Daily ldember- X
ships (ADMs) for each OER. ’

o o 425.21 (di.e. Bemidii ADM)
Beridjl Xapk = 31712.72( Total add )

952.65 (i.e. Yoorhead ADM)
31712.72 Total ADM

Step 5: Determine the mean (X%) of the proportions calculated in Steps'3
and 4 #d apply the result to the furds available for the Basic
Gran{ of Section 120 ($7,370,000) \

) Bemidji XBX - 20437158 + .0134081

= .0134081

= ¢0300399

Moorhead XA*'(Z =

2
. : ' . .0285619 x $7,370,000 = $210,501 Basic Grant
Moorhead %% = 0288836 ; 0300399-»

.0294617 x $7,370,000 = $217,135 Basic Grant

Step 6: Determine the proportion (Xy4+p%) of the total handicapped amd
disadvantaged students for each OER.

157 '(i.e. Bemidii Handicapped & Disadvantaged Students)

Benidji Xp+ppZ = 3i75 ¢ Total Handicapped & Disadvantaged Students)
. v
= 019323 ) .
. = 137 U.e orhead Handicapped & D¥sadvantaged Students
Hoorhead Xp#Dy% = 5175 (L Toral Handicapped 6ﬁﬁliadvantag¢d,8tuden:s;
. = .019323 L .

Step 7: Determine the mean'(§§+DZ) of the proportions calculated in Step§ 3
] and 6 and wpply the result to: the @gnds avajilable in Section 120
(Mandicapped and Disadvantaged) (51, 804 ,200) '

L]

BezidiL Tpspp? - 0037138 = 019323 . 0315194 x $1,804,200 = © )

856,867 Section 120 ‘

.
- .
.
N L
K : -




] 61
. ~ i . .
Moorhead Rpafy s = +0258336 709323 o 0241033 x $1,804,200 =
o _— - $43,487 Sectioh 120 T~

»

Step 8: Determine the proportion (Xj4g%) of tHe total disadvantaged students
for each OER. . ’ '

-$ e . 190 (1.e. Bexic:ii Jisadvantaged Students) _
Bezid}i X140p% 6140 ( Total Disalvantaged Students ) +0309446

6140 ( "Total Disadvantaged Students )

i

<Tjjiiijdkx14°uz = 162 (i.e. Moornead Disadvantaged Students). -c.q.4

Step 9: Determine the mean (X340%) of the proportidQs calculated in Stcp;'B
and 8 and apply the result to the funés axaigﬁble in Section 140

o (5379,000).
Bemidji T1405% = ~237158 : (0309446 . 9373302 o $379,000 =  * .
: . $14,148 Section 140 r ,
Moorhead F1up,% = ~2288836 % - °263é,!§ 10276339 x $379,000 =

$10,473 Section 140

* »

, Step 10: Determine the PTOPOftion,ﬁxlsoZ) of the total consumer-homemaking
students for each OER. f

144 C i.e. Beaidﬁi Consumer-Bomenaking Students)
Bemidji xlSOB 72,3 Total Consuder-Homemakimg Stgdents -)

i .0019775 -

Moorhead XlsoMZ = 2860 (i.e. Moorheac¢ Consumer-Homemaking Students)

e

72,816 ( Total Consumer-Homemaking Students )

e e = 039277

Steg 11: Determine the mean ()\1502) of the'iﬁrtions* calculated in Steps 3
. and 10 and apply the result to the”Funds available in Section 150 =~

(5549,333). - -
- ‘ ,
Y. Bemidyt Tysopx = (HTLB L 0019773 . 5228466 x $549,333 = :
$12,550 Section 1500 . / —

> [
. ]

" . Moorhead Ryiq,x = 2288836 = 039277 . 0300803 x $549,333 =

C _ © $18,721 Section 150

7.4.5 Proposed Distribution of Points and Dollars

; The following tables (Table 7.4.5.1 and Table 7.4.5.2) provide complete
calgulations of G!ighted raw points and prcposed dollar distributions for
each OER. Table 7.4.5.1 provides the weighted raw points for unemployment
rates, higher cost students, dropout rate, age of cozpleters and part-time
students. (Present.calculations assume no new programs and no proposals for
,pon-served student groups.) Table 7.4.5.2 provides the proposed federal
funds distribution for Basic Grant, Handicapped and Disadvantaged (Section 120).
Section 140, and Section 150. . ’




L

Weighted Raw Points {or OLRs

i}

, /7 o
|- mrosie rzcrerzsts nene Rave | nigner costs | mannt " | Compraters | Setencet| Tocad
AW .
Albert Lea $241 - i - 6 4 7 2 ‘25
Alexandria - " #1206 12 18 4 2 1 37
Anoka # 11 2 . 12 4 ‘8 T 9 35
[ Austin £492 6 | " 36 4 - | 10 7| 63
Benidii i3 20 24 6 6 0o ' 56
Brainerd #181 18 9 Vo o T B Y.
"Canby #891 6 12 2 1 0 '
Dakota County #917 2 9 4 6 1 l 22
Detrcit Lakes # 22 12 - 24 6 8 1 i 51
Duluth £709 20 15 6 9 3 53
East Grand Forks #595 20 12 6 -7 3 48
‘Eveleth 7697 20 6 6 9 1 42
Faribault #656 6 12 6 9 1 34
Granite Falls 894 6 - 27 4 3 6 46
Hibbing #701 * 20 P 5 1, 36
Hutchinson #423 6 27 4 4 7 / - 48
Jackson 1324 4 15 4 3 1 2 28
HanKato 97 6 | 9 4 5 1 25
i.‘iinneapolis #is-1 2 / 33 6 9 DK 4, 54
:__ljgorhead #152 12 ( 12 - 6 2 ! 5 37
| 916 #916 2! 18 “ . ? 5 36
_Pine City #578 14 33 4 6" 10 67
' Pipestone #583 - 9 A N“‘ \ 0 - 18
Red Wing #256 6 I, 10 1 : 271
. Rochester Y #535 12 4 5 1 2
"st. Cloud” X £742 12 15 4 2 1 34
St Paul £625 2 13 6 10 s~ al
| Staples 793 18 12 4 2 1 137
| Suburban Hepnepin _ #287 2 2 4 8 2 40
Thief ‘Rdver Falls 11264 20 15 6 4 1 46
Wadena #819 18 " 18 Y 4 0 44
Villpar #347 . 24 & 1 2 37
Qt _ l’8761 6 9. . 4 3 1 23

Total 1,281



7.4.5.2 7 .~\ . - ot ) L
o A .
Proposed Distributions o0f §ederal Funds for, : 63 .
. Vocational-Technical Educaticn Anong
Other Eligible Recipients for 7Y 82 '
_ L §EC 120 —sEc 120 _ SEC 140 SEC 150
ELIGIBLE RECIPIENTS (Basic Grant)| (Handicapped- ) -/ -
Y 4 o Disadvantaged) )
Albert Lea #241 . $138,332 . $ 23,712 ©$'5,519 $ 6,009,
Alexandria £206 283,804 70,467 ' 17,171 12,132
Anoka £ o+ 1 309,728 65,173 | 14,529 12,364
Austin 492 249,895 ' [° 84,002 b 4,722 17,906 |-
Bezidii - #31 210,501 | 56,867 14,148 12,550
g2 inerd - ha1 207,139 41,346 10,410 13,260
Canby ///#591 113,439 23,782 5,606 5,416
Dakota County #917- 249,513 35,922 8,656 26,361
Detroit Lakes § 22" 228,052 64,227 18,161 © 12,455 -
Duluth 709 304,573 67,634 17,933 13,480
East Grand Forks #595 . 198,371 44,905 “ 9,662 10,364
‘Eveleth 1697 162,733 32,464 10,719 10,402
Faribault 7656 _ 143,897 q 0 s, 7,653 ° | 8,426
Granite Falls 394 -~ | 185,375 54,932 13,224 11,421
Hibbing #701 150,618 30,015 8,135 7,983
Hutchinson 7423, 204,548 60,449 12,934 14,460
i_ Jackson ‘ 41324 147,377 34,262 6,333 8,814
Mankato # 77 218,700 - 39,699 6,630 15,813
Mirneapolis #5-1 305,539 111,195 114,716 48,888.
oorhead $152 . | 217,135 - 43,487 10473 18,721
916 ~ . £916 - 356,128 90,969 15,636 | 23,090 -
Pine City . #578 217,111 59,839 12,164 16,380
Pipestone 7583 106,986 © 20,226 4,66 | 5,161
l Red Wing  ° £256 " 133,506 24,565 4,056 7,370
Rochester #535 184,319 37,371 - 7,907 20,481 |-
l St. Cloud 4742 274,626 62,470 16,998 13,797
St. Paul 1625 415,411 88,717 14,120 51,743 _
l Staples #793 181,215 39, 604 8,899 115,353 |
+ | Suburban Hennepin #287 L 498,121 | 168,841 g 25,300 . 65,919 - R
| | Thief River Falls #564 189,266\ 43,941 9,800 . 12,258 1
| Wadena - 4819 180,918 05,97 @ 11,231 11,565 |
willpar 347 ' 268,796 81,237 . 17,418 13,829 _
Winons - L £861 133,328 24,635 5,995 5,162
‘ . Total: $7,370,000 0$1,804,200 -  $379,000" §549,333

‘\~—-.




